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INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE: 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  present  the  data  gathered  by 
the  Stadium  Feasibility  Task  Force  established  by  Mayor  Dianne 
Feinstein.     The  report  is  intended  to  aid  the  Kayor,  The  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  the  Citizens  in  deciding  the  future  of  a 
major  stadium/multi-events  facility  in  San  Francisco. 

The  authors  of  this  report  were  charged  with  the  task  of 
gathering  sufficient  information  necessary  to  facilitate  the 
decision  of  whether  to  renovate  Candlestick  Park  or  to  construct 
a  new  downtown  stadium.     The  report  is  not  intended  to  make 
recommendations,   state  preferences  or  prefer  opinions. 

Working  within  the  limits  of  the  budget  for  this  work  and  a 
limited  time  schedule   (3  months) ,   the  authors  have  gathered 
salient  data  concerning  the  real  estate,   urban  design,  archi- 
tectural,  engineering,   construction  costing,   traffic,  trans- 
portation, parking,   economic,   financing,   legal  and  public  opinion 
issues  and  impacts  surrounding  this  issue. 


It  is  the  belief  of  the  Stadium  Task  Force  and  its  consultant 
study  team  that  this  material  is  adequate  in  scope  to  properly 
assist  the  decision  makers  of  San  Francisco  in  determining  the 
future  of  a  stadium  in  this  city. 


HISTORY  OF  ATHLETIC  FACILITIES  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


THE  NEED 

As  is  the  case  in  most  decision  making  processes,   it  is  helpful 
to  understand  the  historic  events  that  have  led  up  to  and 
created  a  "need."     The  current  athletic  facility  at  Candlestick 
Park  as  well  as  other  existing  "event  centers"    (i.e.  The  Cow 
Palace)   have  long  been  considered  inadequate  by  patrons  and 
operators  alike.     Negative  factors  of  size,   access,  parking, 
adequate  public  facilities  and  food  service  areas,   as  well  as 
severe  weather  conditions  have  posed  problems  to  the  proper  and 
comfortable  staging  of  public  events. 


San  Francisco  has  a  long  history  of  picturesque,   unusual  and 
sometimes  inadequate  municipal  athletic  facilities.     In  addition 
to  many  public  recreation  centers    (which  will  not  be  discussed 
here),   the  City  has  had  many  public  spectator  facilities. 
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THE  EARLY  YEARS 


San  Francisco  has  a  long-held  tradition  of  enthusiasm  and  inter- 
est in  spectator  sports  that  extends  as  far  back  as  the  1860s 
when  the  first  baseball  game  was  played  on  a  sand  lot  at  16th 
and  Harrison  Streets  in  the  Mission.     The  city's  first  enclosed 
ballpark  was  built  at  25th  and  Folsom  Streets,     Opening  day  at 
the  park  in  November  1868  saw  the  San  Francisco  Eagles  defeat 
the  Oakland  Wide  Awakes,   37  to  23.     In  1885  Central  Park  at 
Eighth  and  Market  Streets  opened.     The  park,  with  its  grandstand 
as  the  backstop,  was  a  long  narrow  field  running  from  Market  to 
Mission  along  Eighth. 

Beginning  with  the  1888  baseball  season  San  Francisco  had  an- 
other new  park,   the  Haight  Street  Grounds  at  Stanyan  across 
from  Golden  Gate  Park.     On  opening  day  a  crowd  of  7,000  watched 
the  game  between  two  San  Francisco  teams,   the  Pioneers  and  the 
Haver lys.     Just  four  years  later  on  March  19,   1892,  nearly 
20,000  people  gathered  at  the  Haight  Street  Grounds  to  witness 
the  first  Big  Game  betwefen  Stanford  and  the  University  of 
California.     Throughout  the  1890 's  the  Stanford  football  team 
played  all  its  home  games  either  at  the  Haight  Street  Grounds  or 
Central  Park.     In  the  early  1900 's,   the  Big  Game  was  played  at 
Richmond  Field,   6th  Avenue  and  Lake  Street,   but  by  1904  San 
Francisco  no  longer  hosted  the  Big  Game.     Beginning  in  that  year, 
the  game  was  played  alternately  on  the  two  university  campuses. 

The  first  site  of  Recreation  Park,  perhaps  San  Francisco's  best- 
loved  baseball  park,  was  at  Eighth  and  Harrison  Streets  where  in 
1897  San  Franciscans  could  see  a  baseball  game  for  25C  and  sit 
in  the  reserved  section  for  another  lOC^.     The  second  site  of 
Recreation  Park,  with  an  expanded  seating  capacity  of  16,500, 
was  at  15th  and  Valencia.     From  1907  to  1930,  with  one  brief 
interruption,   it  was  the  home  of  the  San  Francisco  Seals  of  the 
professional  Pacific  Coast  League  and  the  Missions,  another 
league  team  who  had  a  short  stay  in  the  city. 

Built  from  warped  lumber  and  hazardous  chicken  wire  and  often 
referred  to  as  a  "crackerbox"  by  baseball  writers,   it  neverthe- 
less had  all  the  intimacy,   informality,  warmth,   and  color  of  the 
traditional  baseball  park  described  in  that  old  favorite,  "Take 
Me  Out  to  the  Ball  Game."     Fans  loved  the  place  and  the  Seals; 
in  1926,   the  Seals  finished  last  in  league  standings  and  first 
in  crowd  attendance.     Recreation  Park  had  a  full  complement  of 
colorful  features:     the  "Booze  Cage,"  a  dark,  dank  wire- 
enclosed  spot  under  the  Grandstand  where  the  real  baseball  nuts 
gathered;   "Pop"  Hardy,   a  bowlegged,  rotund  groundskeeper  and  his 
lawn-mowing  goat;   Otto  Makowski,    the  one-armed  announcer  with  a 
flair  for  dramatic  presentations,   and  a  private  dining  room  in 
which  to  entertain  scouts  from  the  major  league  teams. 
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The  shortcomings  of  the  park,  even  by  1913  determined  inadequate 
for  a  top  minor  league  team,   led  Seals  president  J.   Cal  Ewing  to 
build  a  new  stadium,  Ewing  Field,  on  Masonic  Avenue  just  below 
the  sand  hill  called  Lone  Mountain.     Unfortunately  the  research 
of  the  site  had  been  inadequate.     When  the  Seals  began  their 
1914  season  there,  everyone  realized  that  the  field  was  directly 
in  the  path  of  the  rolling  fog  that  not  only  chilled  players  and 
fans  alike,   but  frequently  obscured  both  flyballs  and  outfield- 
ers for  tense  moments.     Midseason,   the  Seals  moved  back  to 
Recreation  Park  in  the  sunny  Inner  Mission  where  they  remained 
until  1930  when  Seals  Stadium  at  16th  and  Bryant  was  completed. 

Built  at  the  height  of  the  Depression  by  the  optimistic  trio  of 
Charley  Graham,   George  Putnam,   and  Charles    (Doc)   Strub,  Seals 
Stadium  featured  a  lighting  system  that  rivaled  the  best  in  the 
majors,   a  rare  turf,   and  a  lawn  expert  from  Scotland  to  install 
it.     Called  a  "fairyland  of  diamond  entertainment,"   it  had  the 
world's  first  glass  backstop,   the  land's  first  female  ushers,  a 
soda  fountain,   barber  shop,   and  draft  beer.     Pacific  Coast 
League  teams  played  there  until  1958  when  major  league  baseball 
came  to  San  Francisco.     It  then  became  a  temporary  dwelling  for 
the  Giants  until  their  new  stadium  was  completed  at  Candlestick 
Point.     Seals  Stadium  was  razed  in  1960  and  replaced  with  a 
White  Front  department  store  and  large  supermarket. 

San  Francisco's  proximity  to  Stanford  and  Cal,   universities  with 
fully  equipped  stadia,   dampened  the  demand  for  a  full-sized 
football  stadium  in  San  Francisco  until  1921.     Then  demand  arose 
not  from  professional  football's  needs,   but  from  amateur  compet- 
itors,  local  colleges,  high  schools,   and  clubs.     That  year 
Polytechnic  High  School  presented  their  own  study  and  plans  for 
a  needed  sports  facility  to  Mayor  James  Rolph.     Shortly  after, 
Mary  A.   Kezar  donated  $100,000  to  Golden  Gate  Park  in  memory  of 
her  mother,   Nancy  Kezar.     Stadium  construction  with  facilities 
for  football  and  track  began  on  a  site  adjoining  park  land 
formerly  used  for  the  nursery,    stables,  wagon  sheds,  and 
mechanics'  shops. 

In  December  1924  the  first  unit  of  Kezar,   seating  23,000, 
offered  football  and  track  facilities  for  amateur  competitors 
such  as  Finnish  track  and  field  star  Paavo  Nurmi  who  competed 
there  in  1925.     In  1928  the  second  unit  was  completed,  enlarging 
the  stadium  to  seat  62,000.     Kezar  was  primarily  the  scene  of 
collegiate  competition  in  football  and  track.     St.  Mary's,  USF, 
St.    Ignatius,   and  Sacred  Heart  were  among  the  schools  using  the 
facilities . 
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In  1946  the  Forty-Niners  football  team  under  Tony  Morabito 
sparked  San  Francisco's  interest  in  professional  football  and 
revitalized  enthusiasm  for  Kezar.     Kezar  became  the  home  of  the 
new  team.     Designed  with  formal  dignity  and  huge  exterior  wall 
expanses  and  high  entrance  openings,   the  facility  presented  a 
sharp  contrast  to  the  Forty-Niner  fans  who  became  best-known  for 
their  beer-drinking,   bottle-throwing,   and  raucous  ways. 
Ironically,  Mary  Kezar 's  hope  that  Kezar  would  be  a  place  where 
boys  became  men  was  neatly  reversed.     In  19  56  a  dome  cover  for 
Kezar  was  proposed  by  some.     Labelled  a  "classically  horrid" 
idea,   the  notion  was  quickly  abandoned.     The  Forty-Niners 
remained  at  Kezar  until  1970  when  they  joined  the  Giants  at  a 
newly  expanded  Candlestick  Park.     When  the  Forty-Niners  left, 
Kezar  once  again  became  primarily  the  site  for  high  school 
athletic  events  and  occasional  rallies. 

Candlestick  Park  was  the  culmination,   in  the  1950 's,  of  a  drive 
to  bring  major  league  baseball  to  San  Francisco.     Under  the 
ownership  of  Horace  Stoneham,   the  New  York  Giants  were  brought 
to  San  Francisco  and  given  a  new  home  at  Candlestick  Park  in 
1960.     The  name  was  given  to  the  stadium  through  a  public  rela- 
tion contest  -  won  by  a  local  sports  fan.     The  initial  facility 
was  designed  for  baseball  and  contained  32,000  seats. 

In  the  late  1960 's,   studies  were  initiated  to  expand  the  facil- 
ity to  provide  for  professional  football.     By  1970  construction 
was  completed  on  the  expansion  to  bring  the  stadium  to  its  cur- 
rent seating  capacity  of  61,450.     In  its  20  year  history 
Candlestick  Park  has  served  as  the  only  major  outdoor  profes- 
sional sporting  facility  on  the  San  Francisco  penninsula. 

Problems  have  plagued  the  park  from  its  inception.  Erratic 
winds  and  fog  have  always  posed  major  problems.     Inadequate  food 
service  facilities,   inadequate  toilet  facilities,  poor  automo- 
bile and  transportation  access,   lack  of  adequate  parking,  intru- 
sion on  surrounding  residential  neighborhoods  and  poor  pedestrian 
circulation  are  but  a  few  of  the  major  defects  that  exist  today. 
Repairs  for  vandalized  areas,   nominal  wear  and  tear  and  general 
deterioration  of  the  structure  have  not  been  provided  in  recent 
years   (due  to  lack  of  City  funds) .     Recent,  minor  repairs  have 
been  funded  by  the  City  to  re-anchor  loose  seating,  upgrade 
toilet  rooms,  provide  a  better  sound  system  and  regrade  the 
parking  lots.     However,   the  major  problems  still  exist. 

In  addition,   the  City  has  not  been  able  to  upgrade  those  facil- 
ities that  would  enable  Candlestick  to  "compete"   in  today's 
sophisticated  sports  and  multi-purpose  market.     Lack  of  adequate 
television  broadcasting  provisions,   adequate  press  boxes,  proper 
score  boards,  and  competitive  luxury  boxes  are  examples. 
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The  City  is  faced  with  the  problem  of  an  inadequate  and  deterior- 
ating facility.     It  is  this  problem  which  has  prompted  explora- 
tion of  alternative  solutions  to  the  provision  of  a  facility  that 
is  sound  structurally  and  adequate  functionally.     As  was  stated 
earlier,   this  decision  has  been  narrowed  to  the  choice  of 
renovating  Candlestick  Park  or  building  a  new  stadium. 


HISTORY  OF  THIS  STUDY 

For  several  years,   the  Giants  organization  has  been  concerned 
with  the  problems  at  Candlestick.     Serious  consideration  has  been 
given  to  moving  their  major  league  franchise  to  another  city  if 
significant  remedial  action  is  not  taken.     To  facilitate  action, 
the  Giants  commissioned  a  study  of  their  own  in  1981.     A  team 
headed  by  the  architectural  firm  of  Crosby,   Thornton,  Marshall 
Associates  was  retained  to  study  the  feasibility  of  renovating 
and  doming  Candlestick  Park.     They  also  sought  the  help  of  the 
construction  management  firm  of  Barton/Malow  of  Detroit  to  verify 
the  constructability  and  cost  of  retrofitting  Candlestick  with  a 
dome.     HNTB  of  Kansas  City  and  Geiger-Berger  of  New  York  were 
asked  to  develop  plans  and  costs  for  a  new,   downtown  stadium. 
The  firm  of  Laventhol  and  Horwath  was  retained  to  explore  the 
economic  and  financial  impacts  of  these  alternatives. 

In  March  of  1982,   the  Giants  presented  their  findings  to  Mayor 
Feinstein  in  a  report  entitled,    "The  Future  of  Candlestick  Park." 
The  Mayor  took  immediate  action  and  established  a  blue  ribbon 
advisory  Task  Force  to  analyze  and  recommend  action  on  the 
Giants'  report.     This  Task  Force  is  made  up  of  representatives  of 
key  departments  in  the  City  as  well  as  representatives  of  the 
leasee's  of  the  Stadium  (Giants,   49ers,  etc.)   and  representatives 
of  the  private  sector   (S.P.U.R.,  etc.). 

The  Blue  Ribbon  Task  Force  recommended  the  establishment  of  a 
working  task  force  made  up  of  the  Department  heads  of  the  Plan- 
ning Department,   Department  of  Real  Estate,   Department  of  Public 
Works,   Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  and  the  City's  Legal 
Department.     The  working  Task  Force  instigated  a  site  search  in 
the  downtown  area  and  prepared  a  work  program  for  the  collection 
of  data  to  be  submitted  back  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Super- 
visors.    The  initial  phase  of  the  work  program  called  for  a  three 
month  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  renovating  Candle- 
stick or  building  a  new  stadium. 

The  second  phase  of  the  Work  Program  is  envisioned  to  cover  all 
of  the  issues  in  significantly  more  depth  and  would  focus  on 
the  chosen  alternative.     Included  in  this  phase  would  be  further 
refinement  of  economic,   financial,  and  traffic/transportation 
impacts.     It  will  also  include  an  environmental  impact  analysis 
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or  statement. 


The  Final  Phase  of  the  Work  Program  is  to  include  the  final 
acquisition  of  land,  arrangement  of  finance,  selection  of  a 
consulting  design  team,   etc,    .    .  . 

The  following  is  therefore  submitted  as  the  fulfillment  of 
Phase  I  of  the  Task  Force's  Work  Program. 

FOOTNOTES: 


Historic  data  prepared  by  Rosalind  Crosby,  M.A. 
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A.  CANDLESTICK  PARK 


INTRODUCTION 

The  options  open  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  appear  to  be  far 
broader  for  the  Candlestick  site  than  was  initially  envisioned 
by  the  study  team.     Several  logical  alternatives  have  been 
suggested  by  members  of  the  city  staff,  Board  of  Supervisors, 
and  the  public  at  large.     The  team  has  grouped  these  suggestions 
into  the  eight  alternatives  that  are  presented  here. 

These  alternatives  divide  into  two  general  categories  -  develop- 
ment of  the  site  for  alternatives  without  a  stadium  and 
development  with  a  stadium.     Should  the  City  elect  to  build  a  new 
downtown  stadium,   the  Candlestick  site  would  be  developed  for 
other  uses.     The  team  attempted  to  identify  those  uses  and  to 
present  all  of  the  major  impacts  associated  with  this  form  of 
development.     The  other  half  of  the  Candlestick  study  deals  with 
the  prospect  of  leaving  Candlestick  stadium  and  renovating  it  or 
providing  a  new  stadium  at  the  Candlestick  site.     In  either  case 
it  was  assumed  that  the  resultant  facility  would  include  those 
amenities  that  have  come  to  be  associated  with  today's  multi- 
use  stadium. 

The  restraints  of  working  with  the  existing  structure  at 
Candlestick  are  numerable,   but  not  all  are  insurmountable. 
Significant  enough  improvements  can  be  made  to  provide  for  a 
facility  comparable  in  quality  to  most  modern  stadiums.     Some  of 
the  insurmountable  restraints  are: 

1.  Limited  seating  -  Candlestick  has  61,500  seats  -  the  Super 
Bowl  would  never  be  held  here  due  to  the  NFL ' s  minimum 
requirement  of  70,000  seats. 

2.  Pedestrian  Circulation  -  can  be  partially  improved  by  cannot 
be    (economically)   updated  to  handle  maximum  crowd  movement. 

3.  Adequate  size  luxury  boxes  cannot  reasonably  and  econom- 
ically be  provided.     The  study  shows  that  109  new  boxes  can 
be  built  at  great  cost. 

4.  One  final  note  -  the  studies  showing  improved  freeway  and 
surface  street  access  to  the  site  demonstrate  the  possibil- 
ity of  providing  solutions  to  the  long  standing  problem 

of  proper  vehicular  traffic  movement.  The  long  suffering 
residents  of  this  area  as  well  as  the  patrons  of  the  Park 
are  living  testimony  of  this  need. 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  should  consider  no  further  improve- 
ments or  expansions  to  the  Candlestick  site  without  providing 
these,  or  similar,   improvements  to  the  surface  streets,  access 
arteries,   interchanges  and  freeway  systems. 


1.  REAL  ESTATE 


A.  SCOPE 

The  scope  of  services  for  this  element  of  the  study  is  sumnarized  as 
follows: 

(1)  Determine  preliminary  estimates  of  the  cost  of  demolishing  the 
stadium  and  removing  all  non-sal vagable  debris  from  the  site. 

(2)  Determine  a  preliminary  appraisal  of  the  77.5  acres  currently 
occupied  by  the  stadium  and  adjoining  parking  lots  considering 
three  alternative  uses  of  the  site. 

a.  Housing  Intensive  to  explore  the  housing  development  potential 
of  the  site. 

b.  Industrial  Intensive  to  explore  the  potential  for  creating  an 
area  to  house  blue-collar  jobs. 

c.  Office  park  to  explore  the  maximum  potential  value  of  the 
property. 

B.  DATA 

The  data  that  was  used  to  research  each  of  the  above  tasks  is  as 
fol lows : 

(1)  Industrial  land  real  estate  comparables  for  transactions  in  the 
south  Bay  area. 

(2)  Preliminary  estimates  from  demolition  contractors  on  Candlestick's 
demol ition. 

C.  ALTERNATIVES 

Two  alternatives  were  considered  for  the  demolition  of  Candlestick  Park 
Stadium: 

a.  Demolition  of  the  stadium  down  to  the  foundations  and 
removal  of  all  non-sal vagable  debris  from  the  site. 

b.  Demolition  of  the  stadium  and  removal  of  existing  foundation 
work,  and  removal  of  all  non-sal vagable  debris  from  the  site. 

Eight  separate  development  programs  were  posed  for  the  use  of 
Candlestick  Park's  77.5  acres.    Four  alternatives  assumed  no  stadium 
and  a  complete  reuse  of  the  entire  area.    The  other  four  alternatives 
assumed  a  stadium  at  Candlestick  Park.    Two  of  these  alternatives 
assumed  development  on  the  parking  lots. 
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The  development  program  for  each  alternative  is  as  follows: 

DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  FOR  ALTERNATIVES 

HOUSING       OFFICE       COMMERCIAL     HOTEL  INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE    STADIUM     (Units)       (Gsf )  TGsf)        (Rooms)      (Gsf ) 


1 

None 

320 

1,257,800 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

2 

none 

-0- 

800,400 

-0- 

-0- 

450,000 

3 

none 

3,030 

473,700 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

4 

none 

220 

392,000 

-0- 

-0- 

584,800 

5 

upgrade 

500 

1,000,000 

50,000 

400 

-0- 

6 

new 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

7 

new 

500 

1,000,000 

50,000 

400 

-0- 

8 

upgrade 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

Of  these  eight  alternative  development  programs,  land  values  were  considered 
for  alternatives  1  through  5. 

D.  ANALYSIS: 


DEMOLITION  COSTS 

In  a  preliminary  review  of  the  existing  plans  for  Candlestick  Park  Stadium 
HNTB/CTMA/Geiger  Berger  determined  that  the  amount  of  concrete  which  would 
have  to  be  demolished  and  removed  totalled  approximately  71,000  cubic 
yards.    Because  much  of  the  existing  structure  is  stressed  concrete, 
demolition  costs  could  be  high  because  the  structure  may  have  to  be 
dismantled  rather  than  blasted. 

Preliminary  estimates  from  3  demolition  contractors  located  in  the  Bay  Area 
indicated  that  the  cost  of  demolishing  Candlestick  Stadium  down  to  the 
foundation  and  removing  all  debris  would  range  between  $750,000  and 
$1,000,000. 

In  an  analysis  of  construction  costs  for  a  new  stadium  at  Candlestick,  the 
cost  consultants  determined  that  it  would  probably  be  necessary  to  remove  a 
portion  of  the  existing  stadium  foundation  in  order  to  construct  new 
development  over  the  area.    If  all  foundation  work  had  to  be  removed  the 
total  demolition  cost  could  be  as  much  as  $2.5  million. 


PRELIMINARY  TITLE  SEARCH 

A  preliminary  title  search  of  the  77.5-acre  Candlestick  Park  land  was 
conducted  to  determine  the  nature  of  encumbrances  upon  the  property.  This 
search  determined  that  a  4.25  acre  parcel  on  the  west  edge  of  the  stadium 
adjoining  Jamestown  Way  must  remain  park  land,  otherwise  a  reversion  clause 
would  convey  ownership  back  to  the  prior  owner.    This  reduces  the  amount  of 
marketable  land  for  development  to  73.25  acres. 
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LAND  USE  DISTRIBUTION 


The  distribution  of  land  use  (in  gross  acres)  for  the  5  alternatives  evaluated 
is  as  fol lows: 


ALTERNATIVE 

STADIUM 

HOUSING 

OFFICE/COMMERCIAL 

INDUSTRIAL 

PARK 

PARKING 

1 

-0- 

16.0 

57.25 

-0- 

4.25 

-0- 

2 

-0- 

-0- 

38.25 

35.0 

4.25 

-0- 

3 

-0- 

52.0 

21.25 

-0- 

4.25 

-0- 

4 

-0- 

n.o 

8.00 

54.25 

4.25 

-0- 

5 

16.5 

5.0 

12.70 

-0- 

-G- 

43.3 

Assuming  that  17.5%  of  the  gross  land  area  is  utilized  by  the  street  system 
and  is  evenly  distributed  over  all  land  uses,  the  net  land  area  which  would  be 
leased  or  sold  would  be  as  follows: 


NET  LAND  AREA  DISTRIBUTION 


ALTERNATIVE 

HOUSING 

OFFICE/COMMERICAL 

INDUSTIRAL 

TOTAL 

1 

13.20 

47.23 

-0- 

60.43 

2 

-0- 

31.56 

28.87 

60.43 

3 

42.90 

17.53 

-0- 

60.43 

4 

9.07 

6.60 

44.76 

60.43 

5 

4.13 

10.48 

-0- 

14.61 

ALTERNATIVE 

DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAMS 

Following  is  a  summary  of  the  net  land  area  development  program  for  each 
alternative  and  the  corresponding  level  of  density. 


Al ternati ve  1 : 


LOT  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

BUILDING  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

LAND  USE  CATEGORY 

(Acres) 

(000  sf.) 

UNITS 

(000  sf.) 

(Per  Unit) 

FAR 

Housing 

13.20 

575 

320 

320 

1,788 

.56 

Off ice/ Commercial 

47.23 

2,057 

-0- 

1,258 

-0- 

.61 

TOTAL 

60.43 

2,632 

320 

1,578 

1,788 

.60 

The  housing  density  in  alternative  1  would  approximate  that  of  an  RH-2  district 
(1500  sf./unit)  which  is  the  same  as  some  nearby  residential  densities.  The 
office/commercial  FAR  is  significantly  below  that  of  any  existing  zoning 
district. 
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Alternative  2: 


LOT  AREA       LOT  AREA 

Dl  1  T  1  ni  MP    AD  C  A 

bUlLUllNb  AKtA 

LAND  USE  CATEGORY 

(Acres) 

(000  sf . ) 

(000  sf.) 

FAR 

Office/Commercial 

31 .  5h 

1 ,375 

800 

.58 

Industrial 

28.87 

1,258 

•  ib 

Total 

dO.4  j 

o  coo 

Z,633 

1,250 

.47 

Alternative  3: 

LOT  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

Dl  1  T  1  nT  Mr    ADC  A 

DUlLUlNb  MKtA 

1  f^T    AD  C  A 

LU 1  MKtM 

LAND  USE  CATtGURY 

( Acres ) 

VUUU  ST . ;     UNI  lb 

[ UUU  St . I 

^  um  t  J 

C  AD 

r  AR 

Hn  1 1 Q 1  n  n  • 

High  Density 

13.61 

593  1,650 

1,650 

357 

2.78 

Medium  Density 

27.64 

1,204  1,340 

1,340 

893 

1.11 

Low  Density 

1.65 

7?  40 

40 

1,775 

.56 

Subtotal 

42.90 

1,869  3,030 

3,030 

613 

1.62 

Office/Commercial 

17.53 

764  -0- 

474 

-0- 

.62 

TOTAL 

60.43 

2,633  3,030 

3,504 

6l3 

1.33 

The  high  density  housing  in  alternative  3  would  be  slightly  more  dense  than  an 
RM-3  or  RC-3  district  (400  sf./unit).    The  medium  density  is  slightly  less  dense 
than  an  RM-1  or  RC-1  district  (800  sf./unit)  and  the  low  density  is  equivalent  to 
RH-2  (1,500  sf./unit).    This  alternative  would  produce  the  greatest  amount  of 
building  area. 

Alternative  4: 


LOT  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

BUILDING  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

LAND  USE  CATEGORY 

(ACRES) 

(OOOsf .) 

UNITS 

(000  sf.) 

(Per  Unit) 

FAR 

Housing 

9.07 

395 

220 

220 

1,786 

.56 

Of f  i  c  e/ Comme  rc  i  a  1 

6.60 

287 

-0- 

392 

-0- 

1.37 

Industri  al 

44.76 

1,950 

-0- 

585 

-0- 

.30 

Total 

60.43 

2,632 

220 

1,197 

1,786 

.45 

In  terms  of  overall 

FAR,  this 

is  the  lowest  intensity  of  development  for 

the  5 

alternatives. 

Alternative  5: 

LOT  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

BUILDING  AREA 

LOT  AREA 

LAND  USE  CATEGORY 

(Acres) 

(OOOsf.) 

UNITS 

(000  sf.) 

(Per  Unit) 

FAR 

Housing 

4.13 

180 

500 

500 

358 

2.78 

Off ice/ Commercial 

10.48 

456 

-0- 

1,100 

-0- 

2.41 

TOTAL 

14.61 

636 

500 

1,600 

358 

2.5? 

In  terms  of  overall  FAR,  this  is  the  most  intensive  of  the  development 
alternatives. 
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LAND  VALUES 


In  estimating  the  land  value  consideration  was  given  to  existing  and  proposed 
projects  in  the  general  area  that  will  impact  any  alternate  use  of  Candlestick 
Stadium  Site.    The  more  significant  projects  are  as  follows: 

1)  The  Executive  Park  Complex  south  of  Candlestick  Park  which  is  proposed  to 
be  expanded  to  include  more  office,  housing,  convention  and  hotel 
facilities. 

2)  Sierra  Point  Office  Park  in  Brisbane  which  is  to  have  1.5  million  square 
feet  of  warehouse  space  and  a  marina. 

3)  Southern  Pacific's  proposed  500  acre  project  in  Brisbane.    This  proposed 
development  plan  calls  for  1.0  million  square  feet  of  office  space, 
700,000  square  feet  of  industrial  and  research  and  development  space,  and 
2.0  million  to  2.5  million  square  feet  of  light  industrial.    It  is 
anticipated  that  this  project  will  be  developed  over  a  10  to  20  period. 

4)  The  India  Basin  Redevelopment  Project  which  had  81  saleable  acres  of  which 
95%  have  been  sold.    Industrial  sites  are  available  at  $5.00  per  square 
foot  with  street  work  and  utilities  in  place.    A  141,000  square  foot 
commercial  parcel,  also  located  in  India  Basin,  is  available  at  $9.20  a 
square  foot. 

5)  Southern  Pacific's  195  acre  $4.2  billion  Mission  Bay  Project  which  calls 
for  11.8  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  6.0  million  square  feet  of 
reseach  and  development  space  and  7,250  housing  units.    It  is  anticipated 
to  take  20  years  to  complete  this  project. 

In  addition  to  considering  the  impact  of  such  developments,  the  potential  use 
of  the  site  and  a  number  of  sales  of  large  parcels  of  land  in  San  Francisco, 
the  Peninsula,  and  East  Bay  were  reviewed  with  realtors,  developers,  and 
independent  appraisers. 

All  of  the  foregoing  data  and  opinions  of  those  consulted  point  to  Alternative 
4  with  a  combination  of  housing,  office  space,  and  light  industry,  with 
emphasis  on  a  high-tech  industrial  park  as  being  the  most  feasible  and 
marketable  development. 

The  land  sales  reviewed  indicate  that  the  current  market  value  for  such  a 
combined  use  on  this  site  would  be  approximately  $13.5  million  ($5.00/sq.  ft. 
net  useable  area).    Demolition  costs  of  $1  million  will  reduce  the  value  of 
the  land  to  about  $12.5  million  ( ($4.60/sq.ft.  net  useable  area). 


TAX  INCREMENTS 

The  development  program  for  the  reuse  of  Candlestick  Park  could  produce  an 
incremental  increase  in  tax  revenues  if  a  new  stadium  were  to  be  constructed 
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downtown.    This  incremental  increase  could  be  a  means  for  offsetting  land 
value  losses  and  an  additional  source  of  funds  for  the  new  stadium  project. 
Tax  increases  which  would  result  from  the  development  program  would  include 
property,  payroll,  sales  and  business  taxes. 

Assuming  an  average  unit  size  of  1,200  square  feet  and  construction  costs  of 
$65  per  square  foot  each  unit  construction  cost  would  be  $78,000.    At  a 
constant  tax  rate  of  1.17%,  the  annual  property  tax  revenues    produced  would 
be  about  $910  per  housing  unit. 

Office  and  industrial  development  will  include  property,  payroll,  sales  and 
business  taxes.    Assuming  $90  per  square  foot  construction  costs  and  a 
constant  1.17%  property  tax  rate,  the  total  annual  property  tax  yield  for  each 
1,000  square  feet  of  office  space  constructed  will  be  $1,053. 

Assuming  an  office  employment  density  of  3  persons  per  1,000  gross  square  feet 
and  an  average  annual  salary  of  $18,000,  the  payroll  taxes  generated  at  a  1% 
rate  for  each  1,000  square  feet  of  office  space  will  be  $540  increasing  the 
tax  yield  to  about  $1,600  per  1,000  square  feet.    Depending  upon  the  type  of 
use,  business  or  sales  taxes  would  increase  the  reveune  return  even  more. 

For  industrial  space  a  $50  per  square  foot  construction  cost  estimate  would 
yield  property  tax  revenues  of  $585  for  each  1,000  square  feet.  Assuming  a 
less  dense  employment  density  of  2  persons  per  1,000  gross  square  feet  and  an 
average  annual  salary  of  $20,000,  the  payroll  taxes  would  be  $400  per  1,000 
square  feet  increasing  the  potential  revenue  return  to  $985  per  1,000  square 
feet.  Again,  depending  upon  the  type  of  use,  business  or  sales  taxes  would 
increase  revenues  even  more. 

Using  annual  revenue  returns  of  $910  per  housing  unit,  $1,600  per  1,000  square 
feet  of  office  space  and  $985  per  1,000  square  feet  of  industrial  space,  the 
minimum  potential  revenue  return  to  the  City  from  the  five  alternative 
development  programs  evaluated  is  as  follows: 


TAX  REVENUES  ($  Millions) 


ALTERNATIVE 

HOUSING 

OFFICE 

INDUSTRIAL 

TOTAL 

1 

.29 

2.01 

-0- 

2.30 

2 

-0- 

1.28 

.44 

1.72 

3 

2.75 

.76 

-0- 

3.51 

4 

.20 

.63 

.57 

1.40 

5 

.46 

1.60 

-0- 

2.06 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  portion  of  this  revenue  would  be  required  to  retire 
the  costs  of  providing  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  development  of  the 
property. 


RR:ec 

May  23,  1983 
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2.  DESIGN  and  ENGINEERING 


A.  SCOPE 

The  Task  Force  has  been  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  in- 
vestigating the  logical  alternatives  for  the  future  of 
Candlestick  Park.     The  data  contained  herein  attempts  to 
pinpoint  the  major  impacts  of  urban  design,   architecture  and 
engineering.     It  attemps     to  answer  the  questions  of  what  can  be 
logically  done  with  the  site  should  a  downtown  stadium  be  built 
and  what  can  physically  be  done  to  the  existing  structure  should 
the  City  decide  to  renovate  Candlestick. 

Several  alternate  land  uses  were  explored  -  eight  of  these 
appear  to  give  a  fair  representation  of  the  range  of  possibili- 
ties and  are  demonstrated  below. 

A  new  stadium  at  this  site  is  also  a  possibility.     The  major 
unanswered  question  is  what  to  do  about  parking  while  a  new 
structure  is  being  built  in  the  existing  parking  lot. 

Many  solutions  to  renovating  and/or  doming  have  been  proposed 
over  the  years.     It  is  the  belief  of  the  study  team  that  the 
more  viable  of  these  schemes  have  been  reviewed  and  presented 
herein.      In  addition  the  study  team  itself  has  designed  a 
solution  to  the  retrofitting  of  the  existing  structure.  This 
solution  is  unique  in  that  it  determines  that  the  existing 
structure  can  be  used  to  support  a  light  weight  fabric  roof. 
Due  to  the  fact  that  the  original  design  did  not  envision  the 
added  load  of  a  roof,   this  scheme  achieves  credibility  through 
the  fact  that  the  fabric  material  is  light  and  would  gain  major 
support  from  a  pressurized  air  system   (similar  to  Pontiac 
and  Metrodome  Stadia) . 


B.  DATA 


The  data  regarding  these  design  studies  was  collected  from  the 
following  sources: 

1.  Existing  plans,   specifications  and  as-built  drawings  for 
Candlestick;     City  architect's  office. 

2.  Perimeter  Security  Survey  of  Candlestick  Park   (and  Adden- 
dum)  -  February,  1972. 

3.  Enforcement  and  Evaluation  program  at  Candlestick  Park; 
San  Francisco  Police  Department  -  May  1973. 
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4.  Candlestick/Shoreline  Park  Report;   San  Francisco  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning  -  1976. 

5.  Soils  reports  by  Dames  &  Moore,   Soil  Mechanics  Engineers  - 
Oct.    1958,  May  1969,   Sept.    1969,   Feb.    1970  and  Aug.  1970. 

6.  The  Assessment  of  Conditions  at  Candlestick  Park  and 
recommended  improvements  commissioned  by  the  San  Francisco 
Giants,  by  Whistler-Patr i  Architects,  1977. 

Additional  data  regarding  the  construction  of  the  stadium 

was  obtained  from  the  contractor  of  the  second  phase  -  Williams 

and  Burrows,   Inc.   of  Belmont,  CA. 

Further  help  and  advice  was  obtained  from  the  Owens  Corning 
Fiberglass  Company,  manufacturers  and/or  installers  of  most 
of  the  contemporary  fabric  roof  structures  in  the  world. 

Finally,   several  major  private  developers  were  helpful  in 
reviewing  and  formulating  the  programs  for  the  land  use 
studies.  These  parties,   all  of  whom  wish  to  remain  anonymous, 
are  developers  of  major  projects  within  the  general  area  of 
Candlestick  Park. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Of  the  many  studies  that  have  been  made  for  doming  Candlestick 
Park,   the  following  represent  some  of  the  more  logical  alter- 
natives . 
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1.     Crosby  Thornton  Marshall  Associates  Study,  prepared 


in  1982. 


This  study  called  for  major  renovation  of  the  existing 
structure  to  improve  toilet  facilities,  improve  and 
add  concession/food  service  facilities,  new  advertising 
display  boards,  new  score  board,  new  sound  systems, 
new  signage  and  graphics,  as  well  as  improvements  to 
public  service  areas,   existing  boxes,  press  area  and 
public  concourses.  This  scheme  also  called  for  enclosing 
the  structure  with  a  dome,   a  new  synthetic  turf  playing 
field  and  provision  for  staging  a  broader  range  of 
athletic  events.   Improvements  to  luxury  boxes,  team 
areas  and  the  Stadium  Club  were  not  included. 


Estimated  Costs   (1982  dollars) : 

Improvements  and  renovation  work  $24,000,000 

Dome  and  enclosure  of  concourses   31 ,  000 ,  OOP 


TOTAL  $55,000,000 
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2.     Barton/Malow  Study ^  prepared  in  1982. 


The  study  called  for  a  program  similar  to  that  proposed 
by  Crosby  Thornton  Marshall  Associates.  Proposed  improve- 
ments included  a  new  fabric  and  cable  air-supported  dome 
with  new  enclosure  walls,  new  mechanical  and  electrical 
systems,   reworking  of  ramp  systems,   improvements  to 
interior  spaces,   sound  system,  graphics  and  new  artifical 
turf.   Improvements  to  luxury  boxes,   team  areas  and  the 
Stadium  Club  were  not  included. 


Estimated  Costs   (1982  dollars) : 

Renovations  and  improvements  $18,000,000 

Dome  and  enclosure  of  concourses   29,000,000 


TOTAL  $47,000,000* 


Reid  and  Tarics  Study^  preparation  date  uncertain. 


This  proposal  called  for  a  circular  dome  constructed 
of  an  assembly  of  concrete  hinged  arches,  roofed  with 
conical  monitors  which  provide  natural  lighting  to  the 
interior.   The  mechanical  ventilation  system  would  be 
integrated  into  the  structural  frame  by  using  hollow 
arches  as  ducts  for  air  distribution.  The  scheme  appears 
to  provide  cover,  but  not  enclosure,   for  the  concourse 
and  pedestrian  accessways. 

No  additional  renovation  program  was  proposed  in  this 
submittal . 


No  construction  costs  were  made  available. 


Rollamatic  Study,  prepared  in  1983. 


The  proposal  submitted  by  Rollamatic  Roofs,   Inc.,  called 
for  a  dome  structure  to  be  supported  on  concrete  arches. 
The  upper  section  of  the  roof  would  be  supported  by 
concrete  or  unprotected  steel  members  forming  a  dome. 
The  center  section  of  the  dome  would  be  operable  to  allow 
for  a  circular  opening  of  approximately  300  feet  in 
diameter.   The  "infill"  sections  between  the  structural 
supports  would  be  of  plastic  "glazing"  materials,  a 
sandwich  panel  typically  used  in  Rollamatic 's  operable 
skylight  sections. 

The  proposal  states  that,   due  to  the  ability  of  the  roof 
to  open  easily,   and  due  to  the  provision  of  natural 
light  through  the  glazed  roof  panels,  ventilating, 
heating  and  electrical  energy  costs  would  be  held  to  a 
minimum. 

No  renovations  beyond  the  dome  and  enclosure  of  the 
concourse  were  estimated. 


Cost  of  dome  and  enclosure  of 
concourse,  etc.    (1983  dollars) 


$25,000,000 


"Plastic"  Dome  Study,   submitted  in  1983. 


Pyroite/Calif ornia ,   Inc.   has  proposed  a  dome  structure 
comprised  of  composite  beams*  and  rigid  composite  roof 
panels.  The  beams  are  to.be  fabricated  either  as  tubular 
double  wall  structures   (10'  x  5*)     or  trusses  of 
tubular  elements,  mechanically  joined.  The  roof  panels 
would  be  of  single  or  double  wall  construction  and 
would  be  sealed  to  be  watertight.   Roof  structure  support 
at  the  building  periphery  would  be  of  steel  and/or 
concrete , 

No  renovation  and/or  improvement  work  was  included  in 
this  proposal. 

No  enclosure  for  the  exterior  ramps,   concourses  or 
public  accessways  was  included. 

Cost  of  dome  only   (1983  dollars)  $20  ,  000,  000 


* 


The  Pyroite  proposal  does  not  state  which 
available  plastic  materials  would  be  used 
scheme . 


of 
in 


the 
this 


6.     Daniel  F.   Tulley  Assoc.   Proposal  -  prepared  in  1982, 


Proposal  called  for  a  clear-span  Hypor  Shell  system  to 
cover  the  existing  structure  and  an  "expansion"  of  the 
existing  concourses. 

No  additional  renovation  work  called  for  in  this  proposal. 
Cost  estimate    (1982  dollars) : 

Dome  and  concourses  only  $16,000,000 


2-8 


7 .     Ephraim  Hirsch  Proposal 


The  date  of  the  Hirsch  study  is  not  certain,  however  it 
appears  that  it  was  done  some  time  before  the  phase  2 
expansion  of  Candlestick  Park  (in  the  late  60 's).     A  sketch 
of  this  study  is  included  in  this  report  because  it  repre- 
sents a  genre  of  innovative  studies  that  have  been  performed 
over  the  past  decade  or  so.     It  is  also  a  novel  approach  to 
the  problem  in  that  it  calls  for  anchoring  the  supports  for 
a  tension  fabric  roof  cover  completely  outside  of  the 
stadium.     The  main  "masts"  to  support  the  roof  cable  system 
would  be  located  on  the  hill  above  the  stadixim  and  in  the 
existing  parking  lot. 

No  enclosure  of  existing  ramps  and  concourses  was  proposed. 
No  further  renovation  or  improvements  to  the  stadium  were 
proposed. 

No  cost  proposal  was  found  in  the  files. 
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GEOTECHNICAL 

A.    $CO"E  :  

The  study  team  has  identified  several  landuse  schemes  for  the 
Candlestick  site.     Basically,  these  are: 

-  Sell  or  lease  Candlestick  and  develop  the  surrounding 
area  (designated  as  Schemes  1,  2,  3  and  4) 

Renovate  and  dome  Candlestick  and  develop  the 
surrounding  area  (Scheme  5) 

-  Build  a  nev;  stadium  at  Candlestick  while  the  existing 
park  remains  in-use  until  completion;  possibly 
develop  the  surrounding  area  (Schemes  6  and  7) 

Renovate  and  dome  Candlestick  (Scheme  8) 

The  team  has  selected  Schemes  4,  5,  6  and  8  for  detailed 
analyses. 

The  geotechnical  engineering  effort  was  limited  to  briefly 
reviewing  data  regarding  soil  conditions  in  the  Candlestick 
Park  area  and  evaluating  their  impact  on  proposed  development 
schemes.    The  primary  geotechnical  considerations  are: 

1.  The  continuing  settlement  or  subsidence  of  the  ground 
surface  in  the  area 

2.  Foundation  support  for  a  new  stadium 

3.  The  impact  of  soil  conditions  on  surrounding 
development 


DATA 


The  data  sources  used  to  determine  the  subsurface  conditions  at 
Candlestick  Park  were  (1)  published  geological  information,  and 
(2)  reports  prepared  for  the  existing  Candlestick  Park  project. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES  

(Not  Applicable  in  the  geotechnical  engineering  considerations) 
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The  Candlestick  Park  site  was  developed  by  excavating  a  portion 
of  a  hill  and  filling  the  surrounding  land.     The  stadium  is 
founded  on  rock  and/or  firm  soils.     The  subsurface  conditions 
in  the  surrounding  area,  which  is  presently  a  parking  lot,  con- 
sists of  fill  underlain  by  up  to  60  feet  of  soft,  compressible 
Bay  Mud.     The  fill  consists  of  crushed  rock,  sand  and  clay 
obtained  from  nearby  excavations.     Underlying  the  Bay  Mud  are 
moderately  stiff  to  stiff  clayey  soils  and  medium  dense  to 
dense  sands  which  in  turn  are  underlain  by  bedrock.  In 
general,  the  Bay  Mud  layer  thickens  toward  the  east  and  south. 
The  ground  water  level  is  at  about  elevation  -8  feet,  although 
this  level  fluctuates  seasonally  and  with  the  tides. 

The  Bay  Mud  is  consolidating  or  compressing  under  the  weight  of 
the  fill  placed  to  construct  the  parking  lot,  causing  the  ground 
surface  to  settle.     Because  of  the  formation  of  mud  waves  during 
fill  placement,  the  fill  thickness  varies.     This  varying  fill 
thickness  in  conjunction  with  natural  variations  in  mud  thick- 
ness results  in  continuing  differential  settlement  of  the 
present  ground  surface.     It  is  judged  that  several  feet  of 
additional  settlement  will  occur  over  the  next  50  years. 

1.     Foundations  for  New  Stadium 

Based  on  current  plans,  a  new  stadium  would  have  to  be 
built  in  areas  underlain  by  up  to  60  feet  of  compressible  Bay 
Mud.     Any  portion  of  a  new  heavy  structure  extending  into  the 
fill  over  Bay  Mud  areas  would  have  to  obtain  support  beneath 
the  Bay  Mud.     Accordingly,  the  most  likely  type  of  foundation 
for  a  new  stadium  would  be  driven  piles  in  the  Bay  Mud  areas 
and  spread  type  foundations  where  rock  or  firm  soil  exist.  The 
piles  would  obtain  support  from  friction  and  end-bearing  in  the 
stiff  soils  or  rock  beneath  the  Bay  Mud.     Although  the  depth  to 
supporting  soils  varies,  for  planning  purposes,  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  assume  that  firm  soil  exists  at  Elevation  -80 
feet  (City  of  San  Francisco  Datum). 

The  most  common  type'  of  pile  used  locally  is  prestressed, 
precast  concrete  piles.     A  100-ton  pile  v;ould  typically  pene- 
trate about  40  feet  into  supporting  soils,  thus  having  a  tip 
elevation  of  about  -120  feet.     As  the  existing  fill  continues 
to  settle,   it  will  impose  friction  or  downdrag  loads  on  the 
piles.     This  condition  must  be  considered  in  pile  design,  which 
will  in  effect  reduce  the  net  capacity  of  piles.     For  costing 
purposes,  downdrag  loads  should  be  assumed  to  be  25  tons. 
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2.  Development  Around  Candlestick  Park 

The  area  surrounding  Candlestick  Stadium  could  be  developed. 
Because  of  continuing  settlement  of  the  ground  surface,  and  the 
presence  of  compressible,  Bay  Mud  soils,  only  very  light  struc- 
tures could  be  supported  on  shallow  foundations.     All  other 
structures  will  likely  require  pile  foundations.     "Light  struc- 
tures" would  probably  be  limited  to  single-story,  buildings 
which  are  somewhat  settlement-tolerant.     Underground  services 
(water,  sewer,  etc.)  will  also  have  to  be  designed  to  accommo- 
date continuing  settlement  or  be  pile  supported.     Because  of 
the  significant  future  settlement,  higher  than  normal  main- 
tenance costs  should  be  anticipated  for  roadways  and  utilities. 

3.  Doming  of  Candlestick  Stadium 

Placing  a  dome  over  the  existing  Candlestick  Stadium  will 
add  some  additional  load  to  existing  foundations.  Because 
these  foundations  are  bottomed  in  rock  and/or  stiff  soils  and 
because  they  have  performed  satisfactorily,  it  is  likely  that 
some  small  increase        load  could  be  accommodated  by  the  exist- 
ing foundations.     At  worst,  some  new  foundations  may  be 
required  or  existing  foundations  will  have  to  be  enlarged. 
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D.  ANALYSIS 


1.  ARCHITECTURAL 

The  program  and  design  data  submitted  here  represents  the  study 
team's  efforts  to  investigate  a  logical  set  of  improvements  and 
doming  for  Candlestick.     It  is  an  air  support  system  that  would 
require  the  removal  of  the  upper  portion  of  the  existing  wind 
screen.     A  new  partial  wall  would  be  built  in  its  place  and  a 
structural  ring  beam  installed  to  support  a  cable  restrained 
fabric  roof. 

The  grass  field  would  be  replaced  by  synthetic  turf.     The  con- 
course and  ramp  areas  would  be  enclosed  with  new  partial  walls 
and  roofs.     All  areas  of  the  existing  facility  would  be  improved 
to  contemporary  standards  and  codes  including  toilet  rooms, 
concession  areas  with  new  facilities  added,  team  areas,  offices, 
etc. 

The  enclosure  would  allow  for  an  expanded  range  of  events  in 
addition  to  Baseball  and  Football,   including   (but  not  limited 
to)  basketball,  concerts,  conventions,  rodeos,  circus,  soccer, 
etc . 

This  scheme  has  been  reviewed  by  representatives  of  both  the 
City's  building  department  and  Fire  Department.     The  City  does 
not  currently  have  building  and  fire  code  regulations  that 
specifically  cover  all  aspects  of  retrofitting  of  this  magnitude. 
The  City  codes  are  in  the  process  of  revision  at  this  time.  The 
Code  officials  are  satisfied  that  the  issues  related  to  proper 
life  safety  design  can  be  resolved  at  the  appropriate  design 
development  phase.     They  have  stated  that  final  code  interpreta- 
tion will  most  likely  rest  in  the  hands  of  the  Board  of  Permit 
Appeals. 


PR0GRAJ4 

The  following  represents  a  total  program  for  the  renovation  of 
Candlestick  Park.     It  is  intended  to  identify  a  system  of 
"redevelopment"  which  will  bring  this  facility,   as  closely  as 
possible,  up  to  the  standards  of  a  new,   contemporary  facility. 
(See  Vol  II,   section  2  for  Program  Comparisons.) 
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CAIs^DLESTICK  PARK  FACILITY  ANALYSIS  AND  PROGRAM  FOR  IMPROVEMENT 


The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  examine  Candlestick  Park  in 
terms  of  its    potential  to  provide  an  enclosed  multipurpose 
facility  which  would  be  competitive  with  other  facilities  re- 
cently constructed  or  under  construction. 

This  section  will  also  define  situations  and  conditions  which 
cannot  be  made  equitable  with  a  new  facility. 

Past  studies   (refer  to  appropriate  section  in  study  for  an  ex- 
planation) have  used  the  concept  of  encapsulation  to  provide 
an  enclosed  facility.     This  examination  will  look  at  the  rami- 
fications of  utilizing  the  existing  structure  to  support  an  air 
inflated  roof  system  and  the  installation  of  a  "skin"  over  the 
outside  of  the  existing  construction  for  the  vertical  wall  clo- 
sures.    This  approach  would  minimize  the  volume  of  space  en- 
closed . 


The  format  for  this  examination  of  Candlestick  will  be  as  fol- 
lows : 


New  Stadium 


Candlestick 


Noted  in  this  column  will 
be  listed  the  facilities  pro- 
vided by  building  a  new  stadium. 


Noted  in  this  col\amn  will 
be  listed  the  present 
accommodations  provided 
at  Candlestick  for  the  g 
related  item. 


Below  the  above  relationships  will  be  noted  the  improvements 
which  can  be  made  and  how.     If  improvements  cannot  be  made,  it 
will  be  noted  why  and  the  parameters  used  in  assessing  this. 

Refer  to  the  new  stadium  program  for  additional  information  on 
the  design  parameters  used.     The  following  outline  of  facilities 
provided  will  relate  to  the  new  stadium  program. 

1.     Spectator  Facilities 

A.  Seating 


New  Stadiiim         *  Candlestick 


Football 

70,000 

61,500 

Baseball 

50,000 

57,700  1 

I 


There  will  be  an  increase  of  8500  seats  for  football  in  a  new 
stadium.     The  number  of  seats  for  baseball  is  adequate  in  either^ 
stadium. 
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Filling  alternate  box  seat  aisles  with  removable  seating  for 
football  would  add  approximately  1500  seats  at  the  lower  deck 
and  900  seats  at  the  upper  deck.     This  provision  would  still 
fall  short  of  the  seating  requirements  for  holding  an  event 
such  as  the  Super  Bowl. 

Some  seating  could  be  added  in  the  outfield  and  end  zone  area 
if  the  scoreboard  were  to  be  relocated,  possibly  to  the  upper 
deck,  but  an  equivalent  number  of  seats  would  be  eliminated 
in  that  area. 

In  general,  there  is  no  ability  to  provide  seating  equivalent 
to  that  for  a  new  stadium  at  Candlestick. 

B.  Public  Toilets 

New  Stadium  Candlestick 
70,000  seats  61,500  seats 


42,000 

Men 

28,000 

Women 

Existing 
Men      Women  36,900 

Required 
Men  24,600 

Women 

lav. 

140 

140 

121 

128 

123 

123 

W.C. 

84 

280 

116 

214 

74 

246 

Uri. 

622 

L.F. 

826  L.F. 

590  L.F. 

Actual  fixture  counts  are  close  to  adequate,  but  problems  exist 
with  distribution,   spectator  access  to  and  circulation  within 
the  toilet  rooms. 


In  conjunction  with  the  addition  of  concession  stands  to  be 
outside  of  the  concourse,  the  existing  concession  stands  would 
be  converted  to  additional  toilet  rooms.     In  effect  there  would 
be  a  greater  number  of  fixtures  provided  than  required  in  order 
to  compensate  for  other  design  inadequacies. 

C.  Concession  Stands 

New  Stadium  Candlestick 


6  L.F./400  spectators 

Existing 

Required 

1050  L.F. 

Lower  deck 

294 

If 

474  If 

Promenade 

144 

>        441  If 

Upper  deck 

284 

If/ 

A  shortage  of  approximately  200  lineal  feet  of  concession  stands 

exists  at  Candlestick  to  serve  spectators.     Add  to   the  problem 

of  minimal  concourse  widths  which  make  no  provision  for  the  stack- 
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ing  of  spectators  in  front  of  the  stands,  blocking  traffic  around 
the  concourse. 

No  provisions  exist  within  the  present  concession  stands  for 
stocking  or  prep  areas  And  thus  there  is  a  constant  requirement 
for  restocking  during  events,  creating  additional  congestion 
and  hazards. 

Solutions  to  this  issue  involve  relocating  concession  stands  to 
new  space  on  the  outside  of  a  widened  concourse  which  will  then 
allow  for  the  stacking  of  spectators  without  interfering  with 
concourse  traffic.  Stands  will  be  provided  with  space  for  prep 
areas  and  storage  to  eliminate  restocking.  Twelve  new  stands 
would  be  built  at  both  the  upper  concourse  and  at  the  main  con- 
course which  will  provide  approximately  500  lineal  feet  of  con- 
cessions at  each  of  those  levels, 

D.  Vendors  Commissaries 

No  changes  will  be  made  to  these  facilities. 

E.  Ramps /Concourse 

Ramps  are  narrow  and  provide  minimum  vehicular  access  to  the  con- 
course levels.     An  additional  service  elevator  will  be  added  in 
the  outfield  area  to  facilitate  access. 

Concourse  widths  are  minimal.     Spectator  stacking  in  front  of 
existing  concession  stands  result  in  restricted  flow  around 
the  stadium  for  spectators  as  well  as  service.     With  the  relo- 
cation of  concession  stands  toward  the  outside  of  the  concourse 
and  additional  concourse  width  circulation  will  be  improved. 

F.  Public  Telephone 

G.  Ticket  Booths 

H.  Turnstiles 


No  changes  will  be  made  other  than  the  repair  or  replacement. 


I.      STADIUM  SUITES 

New  Stadium 

Candlestick 

190  -  12  person  suites 

66-8  person  boxes 

14'  X  20' 

8'  X  10' 

on  two  levels  encircling 

at  promenade  level 

the  stadium. 

distributed  equally  on 

both  sides  of  home  plate. 

Several  locations  were  examined  for  the  addition  of  suites  to 
Candlestick . 
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1.     Enlarge  existing  boxes  to  provide  suite  ammenities. 


2.  Construct  new  suites  down  the  left  field  line  as  an  extension 
of  the  existing  boxes  around  to  the  present  scoreboard  loca- 
tion. 

3.  Relocated  the  scoreboard  and  install  suites  in  that  location. 

4.  Construct  new  suites  at  the  perimeter  of  the  stadium  at  the 
top  of  the  upper  deck  seating. 

Following  is  an  elaboration  of  the  four  options  for  the  addition 
of  suites . 

1 .  Enlarge  Existing  Boxes 

If  an  additional  3'  to  4 '  of  floor  were  added  to  the  front 
of  the  box  at  an  elevation  approximately  18"  below  the  exist- 
ing floor  level  and  if  the  existing  passageways  at  the  rear 
of  the  boxes  were  modified,  there  would  be  space  for  upgrading 
the  existing  boxes  to  suites.     A  new  stairway  would  be  added 
every  other  bay  to  provide  access  from  the  upper  passage 
corridor  to  the  suite  level  approximately  5  ft.  below.  The 
new  stairs  would  provide  access  to  three  suites  each.  20-8 
person  boxes  with  fixed  seating  only  and  a  bar,  28-8  person 
suites,   13-12  person  suites,  and  2-24  person  suites,  all 
with  fixed  seating,  lounge  seating  and  a  bar  area  can  be 
provided . 

2 .  Extend  Existing  Boxes  Down  Left  Field  Around  to  Scoreboard 

16-8  person  suites  can  be  installed  between  column  lines 
48  and  60  without  blocking  the  site  lines  of  the  existing 
seating.     There  is  a  6  ft.   differential  in  elevation  between 
the  suite  floor  and  the  existing  corridor  which  requires  the 
addition  of  stairs.     Physically,  the  stairs  cannot  cross 
either  a  column  line  or  the  existing  stair  to  the  upper  deck, 
thus  3  of  the  bays  cannot  accommodate  suites.     These  suites 
are  not  in  a  prime  location. 

3  .     Relocate  Scoreboard  ' 

30-12  person  suites  on  two  levels  can  be  accommodated  in 
this  location.  The  placement  is  less  than  desirable  due 
to  the  outfield  and  end  zone  location. 

Provisions  would  need  to  be  made  for  a  new  scoreboard 
location  possibly  in  the  upper  deck  thus  eliminating  seat- 
ing there. 

4 .     New  Suites  at  the  Perimeter  of  the  Top  of  the  Upper  Deck 

This  location  would  provide  1-12  person  and  1-8  person 

suite  bay  with  a  total  of  78-12  person  and  78-8  person  suites. 
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site  line  distances  are  a  minimum  of  300  ft.  and  a  maximum 
of  425  ft.  to  the  center  of  the  field  at  the  50  yard  line 
or  to  second  base.     Both  of  these  distances  exceed  design 
parameters.     Approximately  5400  upper  deck  seats  would  be 
eliminated. 

J.  Loge  Seating 

New  Stadium  Candlestick 

 8000  seats  min.  j  Cannot  accommodate.  

K.  Stadium  Club 

L.  Hall  of  Fame 

M.  Restaurant 

A  complete  upgrading  and  refurbishing  of  these  facilities  will 
be  provided. 

N.  Security 
No  change  required.     Refurbish  only. 

0.  First  Aid 
No  changes  required.     Refurbish  only. 

P.  Drinking  Fountain 
No  changes  required.     Refurbish  only. 

Q.  Sound  System 
A  complete  new  sound  system  shall  be  provided. 

R.  Elevators 

A  new  service  elevator  will  be  added  in  the  outfield  area. 

S.  Escalators 
No  change  required. 

T.  Graphics 

New  graphics  systems,  informational  and  environmental,  shall 
be  provided  throughout  the  stadium. 

U.  Lighting 

Provide  new  general  illumination  throughout  the  stadium  specifi- 
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cally  at  ramp  and  concourse  areas. 

V.  Fire  Protection 

Upgrade  existing  system" or  provide  new  system  as  required  for 
the  facility  by  code. 

W.  Novelty  Stands 


Upgrade  as  required. 
2.     PRESS  FACILITIES 
Football 


New  Stadium  Candlestick 


Working  Press 

150-160  3000 

SF 

80  @   2000  SF 

T.V.  Broadcast 

2  @  320 

SF 

280  SF 

Broadcast 

3  @  120 

SF 

3  @     100  SF 

Coaches 

2  @  100 

SF 

2  @     100  SF 

Film 

200 

SF 

6  spaces 

P. A. 

100 

SF 

100  SF 

Work  Room 

200 

SF 

150  SF 

Toilet 

240 

SF 

200  SF 

Owner  Box 

560 

SF 

GM  Box 

280 

SF 

Boxes  at  Promenade 

VIP  Box 

280 

SF 

Security 

100  SF 

Press  Club 

2000 

SF 

300  SF 

The  football  pressbox  would  require  approximately  50%  increase 
in  area  to  be  equal  to  a  new  facility  excluding  the  boxes.  This 
would  necessitate  a  loss  of  spectator  seating.     No  provision 
is  being  made  for  an  increase  in  size,  only  for  refurbishing. 


Baseball 


New  Stadium  Candlestick 


Working  Press 

120-150 

2400 

SF 

75-1000  SF 

TV  Broadcast 

3 

@320 

SF 

3  @  100  SF 

Broadcast 

5 

@120 

SF 

2  @  100  SF 

Film 

300 

200 

Scoreboard 

250 

100 

P. A.  -Engineer 

150 

384 

Workroom 

200 

Toilets 

240 

In  concourse 

Press  Club 

2000 

Remote 

Owner  Box 

560 

80 

GM  Box 

280 

80 

VIP  Box 

280 

80 
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Baseball  facilities  are  inadequate  by  approximately  100%  com- 
pared to  a  new  stadium.     Expanding  the  present  facility  would 
involve  elimination  of  existing  revenue  generating  boxes  at 
this  level.     No  provision  has  been  made  to  increase  the  facility, 
only  to  renovate. 

Common  Facilities 

Darkrooms  -  no  change  to  existing. 
Player  Interview  -  new  provision  at  field  level. 
Studio  space  -  provide  new  space  at  promenade  level. 
3.     ADMINISTRATIVE  FACILITIES 
A.  Offices 


New  Stadium 

Candlestick 

Stadium  Operations     2000  SF 
Baseball     10,000  +     2000 , expansion 
Football                        2000  SF 
Soccer                           6000  SF 
Basketball                   6000  SF 

7500  SF 
3000  SF 

All  existing  office  spaces  would  be  renovated  and  additional 
space  at  the  promenade  level  would  be  furnished  for  office  space 
for  other  sports. 

B.  Ticket  Sales 

Stadium  1200  SF  +  300  Expansion 
Baseball  " 
Football  " 

Soccer      "  " 
Basketball" 

2400  S.F. 

Ticket  office  space  would  be  developed  for  other  sports  as 
required  at  promenade  level. 


4. 

TEAM  FACILITIES 
New  Stadium 

Candlestick 

A. 

Football  Lockers 

10,000 

SF 

3600  SF 

B. 

Baseball  Lockers 

10,000 

SF 

7700  SF 

C. 

Visitor  lockers  2  @ 

2500 

SF 

3900  SF 

D. 

Officials  Locker  2 

@  350 

SF 

200  SF 
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Remodel  existing  space  and  relocate  Field  Maintenance  and  other 
non-team  facilities  to  the  outfield  area  to  provide  the  following 

Football  lockers  7000  SF 

Baseball  lockers  8400  SF 

Visitor  lockers  2  @  2500  SF 
Officials'   locker  1  @     350  SF 

These  spaces  are  still  below  the  programmed  requirements  of  a 
new  stadium,  but  the  expense  required  for  additional  area  is 
prohibitive . 

E.  Field  Equipment  Storage 
No  change . 

F.  Field  Toilet 

Provide  facility  in  locker  room  area  at  field  level. 

G.  Team  Photographers  Platform 
Provide  as  required  by  networks. 

H.  X-Ray  Room 

Provide  200  SF  at  field  level  in  locker  room  area. 

I.  Player's  Relatives 
No  change . 

5.      STADIUM  SERVICE  FACILITIES 


New  Stadium  Candlestick 


A. 

Concessionaire  Storage 

10,000 

SF 

25,000  SF 

B. 

Concessionaire  Lockers 

2500 

SF 

C. 

Stadixim  Personnel 

Lockers 

2500 

SF 

5800  SF 

No  change  to  the  above  facilities. 

D.  Band  Locker  3600  SF 
Build  new  space  in  outfield  area. 

E.  Field  Maintenance 

Storage  5000  SF  I  5200  SF 
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Relocate  space  to  outfield  area  to  allow  expansion  of  team  fa- 
cilities . 

H.  Loading  Dock 

No  change. 


I .  Trash  Compactor 
Provide  new  trash  compactor  and  collection  system. 


J.  Mechanical  Equipment 

Upgrade  as  required. 

K.  T.V.  Van  Parking 

No  change. 

6.     PLAYING  FIELD  FACILITIES 

New  Stadium 

Candlestick 

A.  Playing  Field  synthetic /removable 

Natural  grass 

Provide  new  synthetic  turf  system  with  underfloor  electrical 
distribution  system. 

C,&  D.  Game  Equipment 

Provide  new  as  required. 

E.  Player  Dugouts 

Direct  team  locker 
access 

Home  locker  dire'ct 
access  -  visitor 
access  across  field 

No  resolution  to  access  problem. 

F.  Bull  Pens  \ ' 

G.  Batting  Cage  \ 

y  No  change . 

H.  Field  Entrances  / 

I.  Field  Lighting 

Provide  new  system  suspended  from  roof  structure. 
J.  Scoreboard 

New  Stadium  Candlestick 

Color  Matrix  Board   |  B&W  Matrix  Board 
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Provide  new  color  matrix  board. 

K.  Security 
No  change. 
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2-25 


2-26 


1 
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2-28 


1 
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LAND  USE  ALTERNATIVES 


The  following  represent  land  use  alternatives  for  the  78  acre 
Candlestick  site. 

Note:  4.25  acres  will  revert  to  original  owners  if  the  stadium 
is  removed  from  this  site. 


SCHEME  NO.  1: 


Assumes  a  new  downtown  stadium,  sale  or  lease  of  the  Candlestick 
site  and  mixed  use  development  of  housing  and  offices. 

Housing:     16  acres  at  20  dwelling  units  per  acre  -  320  units 

Offices:     57.75  acres  of  mid-rise  construction 

at  a  floor  area  ratio  of  1:0.5         -  1,257,800 

COMMENTS:     This  scheme  attempts  to  develop  a  buffer  between  the 
existing  residential  communities  adjacent  to  the  site  and  the 
new  development.     It  would  provide  much  needed  housing  and 
increased  job  opportunities.     Several  developers  were  contacted 
to  solicit  their  opinions  of  this  scheme.     All  those  contacted 
stated  that  the  current  market  would  not  absorb  the  office  space 
proposed  and  that  it  would  be  10  -  15  years  before  there  would 
be  a  reasonable  market. 


SCHEME  NO.  2: 


Assumes  a  new  downtown  stadium,   sale  or  lease  of  the  Candlestick 
site  and  mixed  use  development  of  "high  tech"   light  industrial 
and  offices.     It  also  assumes  a  small  park  to  buffer  the  exist- 
ing adjacent  housing. 

LIGHT  INDUSTRIAL    (HIGH  TECH) :      35  acres  with  50%  office,  50% 

warehouse/manufacturing  at  a 
floor  area  ratio  of  1:0.3 

-  450,000  s.f. 


OFFICES: 


36.75  acres  of  midrise  offices  at 
a  floor  area  ratio  of  1:0.5 

-  800,  400  s.f.. 


COMMENTS:  Developers  feel  that  there  would  be  a  good  market  for 
high  tech/light  industrial  development.  Consensus  was  that  this 
is  the  most  logical  use  of  Candlestick  land.  Has  good  potential 
for  creation  of  new  jobs. 


Does  not  fit  compatably  with  adjacent  residential  neighborhood. 
Office  market  doubtful  at  present. 
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SCHEME  NO.  3: 


Assumes  a  new  downtown  stadium,   sale  or  lease  of  the  Candlestick 


site  and  mixed  use  development  of  housing  and  offices. 

Housing  area  1:  2  acres  of  low  density  at  20  dwelling  units 

per  acre  40  units 

Housing  area  2:  35.5  acres  of  medium  density  at  40  dwelling 

units  per  acre  1340  units 

Housing  area  3:  16.5  acres  of  high  density  at  100  units  per 

acre  1650  units 


TOTAL  HOUSING         30  30  units 


Offices:  21.75  acres  of  office/commercial  -  midrise 

offices  with  25%  covered  parking 

-  473,700  s.f. 

COMMENTS:     This  scheme  would  maximize  housing  and  give  some 
relief  to  the  City's  critical  need  for  new  units.     It  would 
afford  a  major  extension  of  the  existing  residential  neighbor- 
hood on  a  much  improved  level. 

Developers  feel  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  need  to  take 
an  active  role  in  this  scheme  in  order  to  make  housing  viable. 
The  office/commercial  would  "assist"  housing  by  defraying  some 
of  the  costs.     The  current  market  would  not  support  office 
development  of  this  magnitude. 

SCHEME  NO.    4 : 

Assumes  a  new  downtown  stadium,   sale  or  lease  of  the  Candlestick 
site  and  mixed  use  development  of  housing,   offices  and  light 
industrial/high  tech. 


Housing:     11  acres  at  20  dwelling  units  per  acre   220  units 

Offices:     18  acres  of  midrise  office  buildings 

at  a  floor  area  ratio  of  1:0.5   392,000  s.f. 

Light  Industrial    (High  Tech):    44.75  acres  with  50%  office, 
50%  warehouse/manufacturing  at  a  floor  area 
ratio  of  1:  0  .  3   584  ,  800  s.f. 


COMMENTS:     Of  all  of  the  alternate  mixed  use  schemes,  developers 
feel  that  this  is  the  most  logical  in  today's  market.     The  high 
mix  of  light  industrial/high  tech  would  be  absorbed  quickly  by 
the  high  demand  for  facilities  of  this  sort  in  this  general  area. 

Housing  would  provide  a  limited  solution  to  the  City's  need. 
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The  smaller  mix  of  office  space  could  be  left  to  be  developed 
when  the  market  demand  occurs  in  15  -  20  years. 

SCHEME  NO .    5 : 

Assumes  leaving  the  stadium  at  the  Candlestick  site,  renovating 
it  and  covering  it  with  a  dome.     Also  assumes  the  sale  or  lease 
of  the  existing    (City  owned)   parking  lots  for  mixed-use 
development. 


Stadiiam:  Multi-use  domed  stadium   61,500  seats 

Parking:  Six  level  parking  structures  to  be 

jointly  used  for  stadium  and 
commercial/of f ices : 

31  acres  of  parking  at  grade   4000  cars 

12.8  acres  of  structure  parking-10 , 000  cars 

Housing:  5.0  acres  at  100  D.U.   500  units 

Offices:  12.7  acres  at  F.A.R.   of  1:0.5 

-  1,000,000  s.f. 

Commercial:   50,000  s.f. 

and  Hotel:   400  rooms 


COMMENTS:     This  scheme  would  allow  the  City  to  leave  Candlestick 
in  operation  and  could  provide  the  funds  to  improve  it  by  the 
sale  or  lease  of  the  existing  parking  lots.     The  construction  of 
shared  parking  decks  could  solve  the  parking  problem  at 
Candlestick . 

Housing  and  jobs  would  be  created  by  this  scheme.     The  ability 
of  the  market  to  absorb  office  and  commercial  at  this  time  is 
doubtful.     Disruption  to  parking  is  a  major  factor  and  concern. 

SCHEME  NO.  6: 

Assumes  building  a  new  stadium  at  the  Candlestick  site.  VJould 
require  keeping  existing  park  in  use  until  new  facilities  are 
completed.     Would  use  same  program  as  for  a  downtown  stadium. 

Stadium:     Multi-use  domed  facility  -  max  capacity  70,000  seats 

COMMENTS:     This  scheme  represents  the  least  cost  for  land 
acquisition  of  any  of  the  "new  stadium"   schemes.     Its  major 
drawback  would  be  that  at  least  50%  of  the  parking  in  the 
existing  lots  would  not  be  available  for  events  for  the  two 
years    (plus)    that  it  would  take  to  build  a  new  stadium.  Both 
the  49ers  and  the  Giants  have  indicated  that  this  would  be 
unacceptable . 
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SCHEME  NO.  7: 


Makes  all  of  the  assumptions  of  Scheme  No.   6  with  the  addition 
of  sale  or  lease  of  lands  surrounding  the  new  stadium  for  mixed 
use  development. 

Stadium:  Multi-use  domed  facility  - 

maximum  capacity  70,000  seats 

Housing:  5.0  acres  at  100  D.U.  per  acre   500  units 

Offices:  12.7  acres  at  F.A.R.   of  1:0.5 

-  1,000,000  s.f. 

Commercial:   50,000  s.f. 

and  Hotel:   400  rooms 

COMMENTS:     The  advantages  mentioned  for  Scheme  No.   5  above  apply 
here,   i.e.,   new  development  would  help  pay  for  new  stadium,  etc. 
The  disruption  to  parking  and  events  would  be  a  major  factor 
that  would  have  to  be  considered.     Developers  interviewed  stated 
that  there  is  very  little  or  no  current  market  for  development 
of  this  nature  and  scale  at  this  time.     They  feel  that  it  would 
be  10  -  15  years  before  the  market  could  begin  to  absorb  offices 
and  commercial  of  this  magnitude. 

SCHEME  NO.  8; 

Assumes  leaving  Candlestick  Park,  renovating  and  doming  existing 
structure . 

Stadium:  Multi-use  domed  facility  - 

maximum  capacity  61,500  seats 

COMI'lENTS:     The  "details"  of  this  scheme  are  described  above  and 
throughout  the  remainder  of  this  report. 
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DEVELOPMENT  SUMMARY 


SCHEME 
NO 

1.  Housing 
Office 
Reversion 

2.  Light 
Industrial 

Office 

Reversion 

3-  Housing 

Office/ 
Commercial 

Reversion 

4.  Housing 
Office 
Light 

Industrial 
Reversion 

5.  Stadium 


Housing 

Office/ 
Commercial 


6 .  Stadium 

7.  Stadium 


Housing 

Office/ 
Commercial 

8.  Stadium 


GROSS 
AREA  • 

16  ac . 
57.75  ac, 
4.25  ac. 

35  ac . 
36.75  ac, 
4.25  ac. 

52  ac . 

21.75  ac, 
4.25  ac. 

11  ac. 
18  ac. 

44.75  ac, 
4.25  ac. 

16.5  ac. 


5  ac. 

12.7  ac 
18  ac.  . 
18  ac. 


5  ac . 

12.7  ac, 
16.5  ac 


NET  AREA 
(EXCLUDES 

PUBLIC  PARKING 
STREETS)  AREAS 


12.8  ac, 
4  9  ac. 


8.8  ac. 
15.3  ac , 

38  ac. 
16.5  ac, 

5  ac . 

12.7  ac , 
18  ac. 
18  ac. 


5  ac . 

12.7  ac, 
16.5  ac. 


3.2  ac. 
13.6  ac. 


29 . 7  ac.  4 . 5  ac. 

31.25  ac .  8.7  ac . 

42.7  ac.  25.6  ac 

18.5  ac.  5.4  ac. 


1.8  ac. 
5.6  ac . 

5.8  ac. 


PARKING 
TOTALS 

320  cars 
2500  cars 


560  cars 
1600  cars 

3200  cars 
840  cars 

220  cars 
780  cars 

725  cars 


31.0 

at  grade  4000  cars 

12.  8 

in  structure  10,000  cars 
(shared  with  stadium) 

(shared  with  stadium) 

60  ac.  8300  cars 

29.5 

at  grade  3800  cars 

12.  8 

in  structure  10,000  cars 
(shared  with  stadium) 

(shared  with  stadium) 
61.5  ac.  8000  cars 
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LUSTRATIVE  PLAN 


SCHEME  4 

MAXIMIZE 
LIGHT  INDUSTRIAL  PARK 
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800  ft 


\ 


BAYVIEW  PARK 


'HARNE.Y  


ON  GRADE  PARKING 

31.0  AC. 


RENOVATED  STADIUM 

16.5  AC. 

PARKING  STRUCTURE 

1Z8  AC. 


10  STORY  HIGH  RISE  OFFICE 


COMMERCIAL 


HOTEL/CONVENTION 


12.7  AC. 


8  STORY  MID  RISE 
HOUSING  5.0  AC. 

CANDLESTrCK 
POINT  PARK, 


LLUSTRATIVE  PLAN 


SCHEME  5 

MIXED  USE  W/ 
RENOVATED  STADIUM 
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SCHEME  6 

NEW  STADIUM  AT 
LLUSTRATIVE  PLAN  CANDLESTICK  PARK 
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3.  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  COSTS 


A.  SCOPE  

Barton-Malow  and  Williams  &  Burrows,  as  Joint  Venture  Construction 
Managers,  have  estimated  the  cost  for  upgrading  Candlestick  Park. 
Included  in  the  estimate  is  the  cost  of  constructing  an 
air-supported  teflon  coated  fabric  roof,  complete  with  all 
facilities  and  equipment  required  to  enclose  the  stadium.  During 
this  upgrading,  new  facilities  will  be  constructed  and  others 
refurbished  to  make  the  park  more  functional. 

Inclusions 

1.  Eleven  (11)   new  toilet  rooms. 

2.  New  and  refurbished  press  facilities. 

3.  New  studio  and  TV  interview  facility. 

4.  Refurbished  administrative  facilities 

5.  Expanded  and  refurbished  team  locker  rooms. 

6.  New  player  medical  facility. 

7.  Upgraded  maintenance  facility. 

8.  Air-supported  teflon  coated  fabric  roof  with  related  structural 

modifications . 

9.  Complete  stadium  enclosure. 

10.  New  synthetic  turf  playing  surface. 

11.  Demolition  of  existing  facility  in  applicable  schemes. 

12.  Modified  fire  protection  system. 

13.  New  heating  and  ventilating  system. 

14.  New  electrical  power  distribution  and  lighting,  new  telephone 
system,  new  security  system,  new  public  address/sound  system. 

15.  Twelve  (12)   new  concession  stands. 


Exclusions 

1.  New  scoreboard  to  be  financed  by  outside  sources  with  cost 

amortized  through  advertising  revenue. 

2.  Concessionaire's  equipment  and  furnishings. 

3.  Refurbishing  Stadium  Club  and  Forum  Club. 

4.  Modification  or  upgrading  existing  parking. 

5.  Modifications  of  offsite  utilities. 
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B.  DATA 


Barton-Malow  and  Williams  &  Burrows  used  the  following  data, 
assumptions,  and  documentation  to  prepare  the  estimate  of  cost. 

1.  Conceptual  drawings  provided  by  HNTB,  CTMA,  and  Geiger-Berger . 

2.  Data  from  the  "as-built"  drawings  of  Candlestick  Park.  | 

3.  Observations  from  onsite  inspection.  " 

4.  The  experience  of  Barton-Malow  (10  year  stadium/arena 
experience)   and  Williams  &  Burrows   (50  year  Bay  Area 
Construction/Candlestick  Park  experience) . 

5.  Data  from  other  Study  Team  members. 

6.  All  costs  are  based  upon  May,  1983  prices.     Lee  Saylor  Inc. 
estimates  current  escalation  at  3%  per  annum  for  1983  and  7%  to 
9%  per  annum  for  1984.     The  Candlestick  Park  estimate  does  not 
include  escalation. 

7.  The  quality  of  sys,tems  and  materials  priced  is  comparable  to 
that  used  in  other  stadium  projects  developed  by  members  of  thii 
study  team. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES  

1.     Alternate  No.  1  -  Concept  produced  by  study  team. 


2.     Alternate  No.  2 


Prior  study  produced  by  Barton-Malow  Company 
(12/18/81)  . 


D.  ANALYSIS 


1.0     Cost  Estimate 

1.1  Schemes  7  &  8,  Alternate  1  (see  Section  A2  for  description) 

Based  upon  the  current  conceptual  drawings  produced  by 
the  Feasibility  Study  Team,  we  estimate  covering, 
modifying,  and  refurbishing  Candlestick  Park  would  cost 
$57.1  million,  at    current  cost.     This  structural  scheme 
is  based  upon  utilizing     the  existing  structure  with  an 
added  "ring"  beam  to  support  a  new  teflon  coated  fabric 
roof . 

1.2  Schemes  7  &  8,  Alternate  2  (see  Section  A2  for  description) 

An  alternate  structural  concept  developed  by  Barton 
Malow  in  their  study  of  December  18,  1981,  utilizing  a 
new  exterior  enclosure  with  air-supported,  teflon  coated 
fabric  roof  is  estimated  to  cost  $60.4  million,  at 
current  cost.     This  concept  results  in  a  facility 
comparable  in  function  to  that  described  in  1.1  above. 

2.0     Construct ion/On-going  Operation  Interface 

Our  estimate  includes  funds  to  coordinate  the  work  of  various 
trade  contractors  to    minimize  impact  on  normal  stadium 
operations.     An  "in  depth"  evaluation  of  actual  impact 
is  outside  the  scope  of  this  study. 


3.0  Schedule 

A  design/bid/build  sequence  of  activities  would  dictate 

a  forty  eight  (48)  month  schedule.     This  time  would  be 

allocated  as  shown  below: 


Design  Team  -  Preoare 
Construction  Documents 
and  Control  Budget 


Bid  & 
Award 


Fixed  Cost 
Established 


Construction 


ORDER  TO 


PROCEED 


STADIUM 
OPEN 


12  months 


3  months 


33  months 
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E. 


ELECTRICAL  WORK  DESCRIPTION 
CANDLESTICK  PARK  RENOVATIONS 


The  electrical  budget  includes  the  following  principal  systems,  all  100% 
new  unless  otherwise  noted: 

1.  Primary  Power  Distribution  System  -  Existing  to  remain  with  minor 
upgrading  only. 

2.  Secondary  Power  Distribution  System  -  75%  Replacement 

25%  Existing  to  remain 

3.  Emergency  Power  Distribution  System 

4.  Motor  Starters  and  Connections 

5.  Field  Lighting  System 

6.  Building  Lighting  System 

7.  Telephone  Raceway  System  -  50%  Replacement 

50%  Existing  to  remain 

8.  P. A.  Sound  System 

9.  Security  System 

10.  Lightning  Protection 

11.  T.V.  Cable  Tray  System     -  Approximately  50%  of  new  Stadium  System 

12.  Fire  Alarm  System 

13.  Score  Board  Power  Supplies  -  Upgrade  of  existing  system 

14.  Temporary  Lighting  and  Power  System 

15.  Building  Perimeter  Lighting 
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E. 


MECHANICAL. WORK  DESCRIPTION 


CANDLESTICK  PARK  RENOVATIONS 


I.  Plumbing: 

1.  Add  plumbing  fixtures  for  toilet  rooms  in  areas  presently  used  as 
concessions. 

2.  Rough-in  only,  for  new  concessions  to  be  built  around  the  outer  edge 
of  the  concourses. 

3.  Add  roof  drainage  system  from  new  ring  beam  and  extend  to  existing 
system. 

4.  Supply  domestic  cold  water  to  all  areas.  Hot  water  to  be  provided 
when  required  with  local  electric  heaters. 

6.    No  changes  to  existing  hot  water  system  now  serving  locker  area. 

II.  Heating,  Ventilating  and  Air  Conditioning: 

1.  Install  twenty  air  supply  fans  systems  (100  SR,  100,000  CFM)  located  on 
upper  roof. 

2.  Install  two  pipe  system  to  serve  coils  in  ten  of  the  air  supply  fan 
systems  (ten  units  have  no  coils). 

3.  Install  Three  air  cooled  water  chillers  located  at  the  roof  of  the 
stair  towers  (1000  ton  total),  with  each  connected  into  the  two  pipe 
system. 

4.  Add  oil  fired  boiler  capacity  to  raise  total  heating  capacity  to 
approximately  25,000,000  BTU/HR. 

5.  Provide  ventilating  systems  for  concessions,  maintenance,  lockers,  and 
other  lower  level  areas. 

6.  Provide  a  central  panel  for  control  of  all  major  fan  and  cooler 
systems. 


III.  Fire  Protection: 

1.    Provide  a  valved  standpipe  system  serving  all  levels. 
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F. 


BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR  CANDLESTICK  PARK  Pg.  1  of  3 


DESCRIPTION  BUDGET 
Modifications  to  Existing  Structure 

-  Remove  Wind  Baffles  380,000 

-  Remove  Light  Standards  27,000 

-  Structural  Demolition  300,000 

-  Excavation  &  Backfi 11  115,000 

-  Caissons  240,000 

-  Concrete  Structural  Member  1,600,000 

-  Structural  Steel  Supports  1,450,000 

-  Steel  Compression  Ring  1,700,000 

-  Concrete  Fill  in  Compression  Ring  150,000 

-  Concrete  Subgrade  for  Astroturf  900,000 

-  Concrete  Deck  Over  Existing  Ramps  900,000 

-  Concrete  Fnd.  for  Ext.  Closure  200,000 

-  Masonry  Partitions  48,000 

-  Miscellaneous  Iron  50,000 

-  Metal  Roof  Deck  at  Upper  Roof  264,000 

-  Insulate  Roof  Fill  at  Lower  Decks  135,000 

-  Roofing  at  Stadium  Perimeter  248,000 

-  Roofing  at  Lower  Decks  270,000 

-  Flashing  and  Gravel  Stop  30,000 

-  Teflon  Fabric  Roof  and  Liner  (2"  Cables)  8,750,000 

-  Caulking  and  Sealants  60,000 

-  Revolving  Doors  900,000 

-  Pressure  Balance  Doors  375,000 

-  Glass  Exterior  Walls  725,000 

-  Metal  Exterior  Walls  3,550,000 

-  Translucent  Exterior  Walls  4,166,000 

-  Curved  Panel  &  Gutter  1,000,000 

-  Escalator  Enclosures  600,000 

-  Graphics  250,000 

-  Trash  Compactor  50,000 

-  Turn  Styles  45,000 

-  Ticket  Booths  15,000 

-  Astroturf  1,120,000 

-  Zamboni  Maintenance  Vehicle  125,000 

-  Movable  Seats  300,000 

-  Painting  250,000 
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F.         BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR  CANDLESTICK  PARK  Page  2  of  3 


DESCRIPTION  BUDGET 

-  Elevator  &  Enclosure  120,000 

-  Plumbing,  HVAC,  Fire  Protection  5,993,000 
Roof  Fan  Supports  &  Covers  100,000 

-  Electrical  4,943,000 

-  Sound  System  600,000 

-  Remove  and  Replace  Fence,  Paving,  Trees  75,000 

-  New  Public  Toilets  220,000 

-  New  Concession  Stands  1,020,000 

-  Public  Telephones  by  P.T.&T.  0 

-  Ticket  Booths  Rehab  (3  Gates  A,  E  &  F.  15,000 

-  Refurbish  Event  Security  42,000 

-  Refurbish  Police  Station  5,000 

-  Refurbish  First  Aid  12,000 

-  Refurbish  Novelty  Stands  10,000 

-  New  Press  Box  150,000 

-  Refurbish  Football  Press  Box  315,000 

-  Refurbish  Baseball  Press  Box  188,000 

-  Player  Interview  Area  at  Field  Level  15,000 

-  New  Studio  Space  at  Promenade  Level  10,000 

-  Renovate  Baseball  Admin.  375,000 

-  Renovate  Football  Admin.  150,000 

-  Renovate  Ticket  Sales  84,000 

-  Refurbish  Football  Lockers  90,000 

-  Refurbish  Baseball  Lockers  193,000 

-  Reburbish  Visitor  Lockers  98,000 

-  Refurbish  Officials  Lockers  5,000 

-  New  Locker  Room  432,000 

-  Field  Toilet  10,000 

-  Team  Photographers'  Platform  10,000 

-  X-Ray  Room  25,000 

-  Bank  Locker  Room  5,000 

-  Field  Maintenance  Storage  50,000 
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F.                         BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR  CANDLESTICK  PARK  Pg.  3  of  3 

DESCRIPTION  BUDGET 

Stadium  Suites  Options: 

-  Modify  Existing  Boxes 

Eight  Person  (seating  only)  20  ea  X  $10,000  =  $200,000 

Eight  Person  Suites  28  ea  X    25,000  =  700,000 

Twelve  Person  Suites  13  ea  X    35,000  =  455,000 

Twenty-four  Person  Suites  2  ea  X    70,000  =  140,000 

-  Extend  Boxes  from  Column  Lines  48  to  60 

Eight  Person  Suites  16  ea  X    35,000  =  560,000 


Relocate  Scoreboard  and  Extend 
Boxes  from  Column  Lines  60  to  71 

Twelve  Person  Suites  30  ea  X    60,000  =  1,800,000 


New  Boxes,  Elevators  and  Stair 
Towers  at  Perimeter  at  Upper  Deck 

Eight  Person  Suites  78  ea  X    50,000  =  3,900,000  * 

Twelve  Person  Suites  78  ea  X    70,000  =  5,460,000  * 


Subtotal  $  50,503,000 

Contingency  (7%)  3,535,200 

Subtotal  54,038,200 

General  Conditions  (5  3/4%)  3,107,200 

Total  $  57,145,400 


** 


*     Excluded  from  Total  Price 

**    Budgeted  Construction  Administration  Fee  Not  Included 
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G. 


BARTON  MALOW  BUDGET  ESTIMATE 
CANDLESTICK  PARK  (ALTERNATIVE  2) 


BUDGET  -  12/18/81  $  44,756,000 

DEDUCT  CONTINGENCY  (1,000,000) 

ADD  FOR  RENOVATIONS  &  I^f>R0VEMENTS  5,775,000 

ADD  FOR  STADIUM  SUITES  3,855,000 

SUBTOTAL  53,386,000 

CONTINGENCY  7%  3,737,000 

SUBTOTAL  57,123,000 

GENERAL  CONDITIONS  5  3/4%  3,285,000 

TOTAL  $  60,408,000  * 
*    Budgeted  Construction  Administration  Fee  Not  Included 
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LEE  SAYLOR.  INC. 
CONSULTING  COST  ENGINEERS 

185S  OLYMPIC  BOULEVARD  SF   415  93 

WALNUT  CREEK.  CALIFOflNIA  94596  LA   213  93 


COST  ESTIMATE  REVIEW  AND  ANALYSIS 


OBJECTIVE : 

To  review  and  analyze  cost  estimates  prepared  by  Williams 
and  Burrows  and  Barton  Malow  for  alternative  schemes  and 
studies  concerning  the  Sports  Stadiiim  for  City  of  San 
Francisco.     The  purpose  of  the  review  was  to  assess  the 
unit  costs  used  in  these  estimates  for  their  reasonable- 
ness, consistency  and  authenticity. 


PROCEDURES : 

The  procedures  followed  were: 

1.  Review  the  iinit  costs  used  in  relationship  to  the 
quantities  shown. 

2.  Check  the  quantities  against  the  drawings  for  those 
items  where  the  quantities  would  be  large  enough  to 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  total  cost. 

3.  Check  the  estimates  for  continuity  of  price  and 
quantity.     For  example: 

a)  Metal  deck  quantity  to  concrete  fill 

b)  Foundation  excavation  to  foundation  concrete 

c)  The  same  prices  for  the  same  work 

4.  Check  quantities  and  ratios. 

a)  Lbs .  rebar  to  CY  concrete 

b)  Lbs.  steel  to  sq.  ft.  of  surface  area 

c)  Cu.  yds.  concrete  to  sq.  ft.  of  surface  area 

5.  Check  composite  costs  for  their  relationship  to 
established  parameters. 

6.  Prepare  schedule  of  questionable  items  for  review 
by  the  study  team. 


PROJECT  MANAGEMENT  •  ESTIMATES  •  SCHEDULES  •  FEASIBILITY  STUDIES  •  CONSTRUCTION  CLAIMS 
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\£E  SAYLOR,  INC. 


LSI  #8329n 
May  9,  1983 


COST  ESTIMATE  REVIEW  AND  ANALYSIS  -  Cont'd 


7.     Check  estimates  and  plans  for  omissions  to  be 
sure  that  in  the  course  of  summarizing  and 
quantifying  the  various  alternates,   that  a  sig- 
nificant work  item  was  not  overlooked. 


In  the  preparation  of  the  variance  schedule  those  items 
that  met  the  criteria  of  reasonableness  were  not  listed 
although  they  had  been  reviewed  in  the  manner  described 
in  the  Procedure  Section.     Also,  those  items  that  were 
questioned,  but  the  variance  value  was  not  significant, 
were  not  scheduled.     It  was  decided  that  for  the  purpose 
of  this  review,  only  variance  values  above  $15,000  would 
be  scheduled. 


Since  the  questioned  items  occur  in  more  than  one  estimate, 
it  was  felt  that  scheduling  each  estimate  independently 
would  be  redundant.     It  was  decided  that  the  questionable 
items  occurring  in  the  basic  estimates  (Alt.  y^l  Candlestick 
and  Alt.  #1  Downtown  Stadium)  would  be  adequate  and  that 
all  other  estimates  could  be  adjusted  from  these  items. 

Exhibit  "A"  is  a  Revised  Construction  Cost  Summary  reflect- 
ing the  variances  recommended. 


Estimate  -  Barton-Malow/Alternate  2  -  Candlestick  was  not 
supported  by  worksheets  to  review.     This  total  was  not 
revised. 
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LEE  SAYLOR,  INC. 

CONSULTING  COST  ENGINEERS 

1855  OLYMPIC  BOULEVARD  SF   «15  933-60 

WALNUT  CREEK.  CALIFORNIA  94596  LA   213-937  81 


ESCALATION 


The  assumption  throughout  the  review  was  that  all 
costs  on  the  estimate  were  current  and  no  provisions  were 
included  for  escalation. 

Although  it  is  felt  that  it  will  not  be  in  the  11  to 
12  percent  range  that  was  experienced  in  1979,  1980  and 
1981,  inflation  will  be  experienced  in  each  of  the  coming 
years.     The  unstable  nature  of  the  present  economy  and  the 
uncertainty  of  the  future  years  makes  the  projection  of 
building  cost  escalation  very  difficult.     Following  is  our 
projection  for  the  upcoming  years: 

If  project  commences: 

6/1/84  Add    5.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/75  Add  12.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/86  Add  19.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/87  Add  26.3%  to  Project  Cost 


PnOJECT  MANAGEMENT  •  ESTIMATES  •  SCHEDULES  •  FEASIBILITY  STUDIES  •  CONSTRUCTION  CLAIMS 
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4.  TRAFFIC/TRANSPORTATION/PARKING 


A.    SCOPE  -  CNJDLESTICK  PARK 

The  scope  of  this  task  is  to  a)  estimate  the  traffic,  parking  and 
transit  impacts  of  a  range  of  Candlestick  Park  alternatives,  and 
b)  to  identify  and  estimate  the  costs  of  needed  transportation 
improvements  for  these  alternatives.  Based  on  this  evaluation,  a 
relative  comparison  of  the  transportation  implications  of  the 
Candlestick  Park  alternatives  was  prepared. 


B.  DATA 

The  data  used  in  the  analysis  of  Candlestick  Park  alternatives 
was  derived  from  a  number  of  background  sources  including  exist- 
ing reports,  field  observation,  and  direct  interviews  with  City 
and  state  agency  staff  and  the  current  operator  of  parking  faci- 
lities at  Candlestick.   The  sources  used  are  listed  below. 


Reports : 

1.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,' 
Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,    October  I98I. 

2.  Southern  Pacific  Development  Company,  Proposed  Specific  Plan 
for  Bayshore  Office  Park  and  Bavlands  Development  Area. 
Brisbane,    California,   July  1982. 

3.  State  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  Candlestick  Point 
State  Recreation  Area,  Resource  Management  Plan.  General 
Development  Plan,  Environmental  Impact  Report.  June  1979. 

4.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Trip  Generation,  An 
Informational  Report,   Second  Edition,  1979. 


Interviews : 

1.  Norman  Bray  and  Scott  Schoaf.  Department  of  Public  Works, 
Traffic  Division,  April  7,  19o3. 

2.  Larry  Froley,  Ranger,  State  Department  of  Parks  and  Recrea- 
tion, Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area,  telephone 
conversations,    March  1,  I983. 

3.  Robert  Jarling,  Deputy  District  Director  for  Planning,  Cali- 
fornia Department  of  Transportation,   April  20,  I983. 
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4.       Nicholas  Leonoud aki s ,  President,  Fineway  Parking  Company, 
Candlestick  Park  Concession,  April  7,  1983. 


5.  Carol  Nelson,  State  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation, 
Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area,  telephone  conversa- 
tions, April  8,  1983. 

6.  Charles  Romeyn,  Scheduling  Department,  San  Francisco  Munici- 
pal Railway,   telephone  conversations,  April  I983. 

7.  Ernie  Satow,  Senior  Transportation  Engineer,  California 
Department  of  Transportation,  Project  Development  Division, 
April  20,  1983. 

8.  Scott  Schoaf,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Division, 
telephone  conversations,  April  1,  I983. 


Other  Sources: 

1.      Environmental  Science  Associates,  Executive  Park  Employee 
Travel  Survey,  I982. 


Five  alternatives  for  Candlestick  Park  have  been  analyzed,  as 
described  below. 


Alternative  4:     Maximize  Industrial  Use 

This  alternative  would  replace  the  existing  Candlestick  Park 
facility  with  a  light  industrial  park  which  includes  some  adjoin- 
ing housing  and  office  uses.  The  program  of  proposed  uses  is 
listed  below. 


Use  Acres        FAR/Density        Square  Footage/Units 


Light  industrial/      44.75  3.0  +584,800  sq.ft. 

high  technology  (50X  office/50%  ware 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


house ) 


Office 


18  ac. 


5.0 


+392,000  sq.ft. 
mid-rise  office  with 
25%  covered  parking 


Housing 


11 


20  du/acre 


220  units 


Total 


73.75  acres 
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Alternative  5:     Mixed  Use  With  Renovated  Stadium 

This  alternative  would  renovate  (dome)  Candlestick  Park  with 
mixed  uses  including  office,  housing,  hotel/convention,  and 
retail  facilities  built  around  the  stadium.  No  additional  seats 
would  be  added  to  the  stadium.  A  large  parking  structure  would 
also  be  constructed  on  the  existing  main  parking  lot. 

Use  Acres        FAR/Density        Square  Footage/Units 


Highrise  Housing  5 
with  Structured 
Parking 

Domed  Stadium  17.5 


Hotel/Convention 
Office 

Retail /Restaurants 
Parking 


Total 


(1) 
(1) 
(1) 


100  du/acre 


HOO  rooms 


45  acres 


500  units 


250,000  sq.ft. 
+1,000,000  sq.ft. 
50,000  sq.ft. 
10,000  spaces 
(structure ) 
4,000  on  grade 
1 ,000  off  site 


Alternative  6:     New  Stadium 

This  alternative  would  replace  the  existing  Candlestick  Park 
facility  with  a  new  +70,000  seat  domed  stadium  facility. 


Alternative  7:     New  Stadium  With  Mixed  Use 

This  alternative  would  combine  the  new  stadium  proposed  in  Alter- 
native 6  with  the  same  mixed  uses  proposed  in  Alternative  5. 


Alternative  8:     Renovated  Stadium 


This  alternative  would  renovate  (dome)  the  existing  facility.  No 
additional  seating  capacity  or  uses  would  be  provided. 


Office/retail,  hotel/convention,  and  central  parking  struc- 
ture will  be  located  on  22.5  acres. 
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The  following  analysis  describes  existing  and  predicted  future 
conditions  first  as  a  basis  for  understanding  the  transportation 
implications  of  each  of  the  alternatives,  which  are  discussed  in 
the  end  of  this  section. 


Existing  Conditions 

1 .       Freeway  Access  and  Capacity 

The  Candlestick  Park  site  is  located  east  of  U.S.  Highway 
101.  Direct  pre-game  access  is  provided  via  Harney  Way  from 
northbound  101,  and  via  Alana  Way  from  southbound  101. 
Indirect  access  to  the  Park  is  provided  from  southbound 
Highway  101  via  Silver  Avenue,  Paul  Avenue  and  Bayshore 
Boulevard.  The  regional  location  of  the  site  is  shown  in 
Figure  1. 

In  1980,  twenty-four  hour  traffic  volumes  on  U.S.  101  at 
Candlestick  P^rk  (average  month)  were  144,000,  with  peak 
hour  volumes  estimated  at  7,100  vehicles  in  the  southbound 
direction  in  the  P.M.  peak,  and  6,600  vehicles  northbound  in 
the  A.M.  peak.  The  estimated  hourly  capacity  of  this  segment 
of  U.S.  101  is  14,400  vehicles  in  both  directions,  or  7,200 
vehicles  northbound  and  7,200  vehicles  southbound.  U.S.  101 
at  Candlestick  Park  (at  Alana  and  Harney  Ways)  is  currently 
functioning  at  90  percent  of  capacity  in  the  P.M.  peak  hour 
in  the  southbound  direction  (Level  of  Service  E)  and  92; 
percent  of  capacity  (also  Level  of  Ser-vice  E)  in  the  A.M.i 
peak  hour  in  the  northbound  direction. 

Pre-game  and  post-game  access  routes  are  shown  in  Figures  2 
and  3.  Vehicles  utilize  local  surface  streets  (discussed  in 
the  next  section)  to  obtain  southbound  U.S.    101   access  from 
Alana  Way  and  Third  Street  on-ramps  and  northbound  U.S.  101! 
access  from  Harney  Way  and  Silver  Avenue  on-ramps.  ! 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Executive  Park  Employee 
Travel  Survey,  1982. 


4-4 


FIGURE  1 
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REGIONAL  SETTING 


FIGURE  2 

CANDLESTICK  PARK  PRE  GAME  INGRESS  ROUTES 
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"Map  copyrighted  19  83  by  the  California 

State  Automobile  Association.     Reproduced  by  permission." 


'HGURE  3 

jANDLESTICK  PARK  POST  GAME  EGRESS  ROUTES 
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2. 


Street  System  Access  and  Capacity 


3. 


4. 


As  shown  in  Figure  2,  vehicle  access  to  the  stadium  from  the 
south  is  via  Harney  Way  from  U.S.  101.  From  the  north,  the 
major  access  corridors  are  via  the  major  arterials,  Bayshore 
Boulevard  and  Third  Street,  and  via  local  collector  streets 
such  as  Paul  Avenue,  Oilman  Avenue,  Williams  Avenue,  Carroll 
Avenue,  and  Jamestown  Avenue.  (Figures  2  and  3).  During  non- 
game  days,  the  Levels  of  Service  along  these  roadways  are 
high  (LOS  B  or  better). A  detailed  description  of  Levels 
of  Service  is  provided  in  Appendix  C.^^^  Levels  of  Service 
deteriorate  significantly  during  pre-game  and  post-game 
periods.  The  local  streets  in  particular  are  subject  to  ex- 
tensive traffic  and  parking  congestion,  and  parking  restric- 
tions (see  section  on  Traffic  and  Neighborhood  Impacts). 


Origin/Destination  Patterns 

Origin    and    destination    patterns   of   stadium    patrons   are  I 
related  to  the  type  of  sporting  event.  Tables  1  and  2  pro- 
vide  a   breakdown  of  current  origins  and  destinations  by 
event  and   major   corridor   route.    The   baseball    origin/desti-  || 
nation  results  show  that  baseball  games  draw  primarily  from  ' 
San  Francisco  compared  to  football  games  (3^   percent  versus 
27   percent).    Football   games    tend    to   draw    slightly    more  i 
patrons  from  the  Peninsula  than  baseball  (47/6  versus  43%). 


Mode  Split 

The  private  automobile  is  the  primary  mode  of  travel  to  and 
from  Candlestick  Park  for  virtually  all  sporting  events.  The 
private  auto  is  used  by  80  percent  or  more  of  persons 
travelling  to  all  games.  The  mode  split  for  each  major 
sporting  event  is  shown  below: 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Executive  Park  Employee 
Travel  Survey,  1982. 


Level  of  Service  is  a  broad  measure  of  the  effect  of  a 
number  of  traffic  flow  factors  such  as  traffic  volume, 
speed,  traffic  conflicts,  or  traffic  controls  on  a  given 
roadway  or  intersection.  Higher  levels  of  service  (A  or  B) 
are  generaly  associated  with  lower  traffic  volumes,  better 
traffic  flow. 
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TABLE    1:      FOOTBALL  ORI GINS /DESTINATIONS 


MAJOR 
CORRIDOR 
KUU  itiO 

ORI GINS/DESTINATIONS 

SF 

SM/SC 

A/CC 

M/S/NO 

TOTALS 

U.S . 101  SO 

37.  1% 

5  .  7% 

42.  8% 

RAY9HORE  90 

1.9% 

7.5% 

9.4% 

1-280  W 

3.  8% 

2.5% 

6.3% 

n       1  n  1  NO 

7.5% 

8.2% 

4.4% 

20  .  1% 

BAYSHORE  NO 

5.0% 

5.  0% 

THIRD  ST.  NO 

8.8% 

4.7% 

2.9% 

16.4% 

TOTALS 

27  % 

47.  1% 

18.6% 

7.3% 

100  % 

TABLE  2:     BASEBALL  ORIGINS/DESTINATIONS 


r^AJOR 
CORRIDOR 
ROUTES 

ORI GINS /DESTINATIONS 

SF 

SM/SC 

A/CC 

M/S/NO 

TOTALS 

U.S. 101  SO 

33.9% 

3.6% 

37.  5% 

BAYSHORE  SO 

2.4% 

6  .  8% 

9.2% 

1-280  W 

4.8% 

2.  3% 

7.1% 

U.S. 101  NO 

9  .  4% 

5.  1% 

7.0% 

21.5% 

BAYSHORE  NO 

6.3% 

6.3% 

THIRD  ST.  NO 

11.0% 

2.9% 

4.6% 

18.  5% 

TOTALS 

33.8% 

43  % 

11.6% 

11.6% 

100  % 

Source:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,   Department  of  Public 
Works,  Traffic  Division,   Report  on  Candlestick  Park 
Access ,  1981. 
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o  Weekday  Baseball:     Muni  14^,  Charter  5%,  Auto  8lJ 

o  Weeknight  Baseball:     Muni  9%,  Charter  4%,  Auto  87% 

o  Weekend  Baseball:     Muni  9%,  Charter  6%,  Auto  85% 

0  Weekend  Football:     Muni  8%,  Charter  8%,  Auto  84% 


For  peak  attendance  events,  an  average  transit  mode  split  of 
16  percent  is  commonly  accepted,  with  Muni  and  charter  buses 
constituting  an  equal  share  of  8  percent/^' 


5.      Parking  Supply 

Parking  supplies  available  in  April  1983  are  summarized  ir 
Tables  3  and  4  and  shown  in  Figure  4.  Total  parking  supplj 
consists  of  16,218  off-street  spaces  (not  including  220  but 
spaces  in  the  main  lot),  and  650  on-street  spaces,  to  form  2 
total  supply  of  16, 860  spaces.  Of  this  total,  7,213  ar< 
located  in  the  main  lot.  The  remaining  9,655  spaces  art 
located  in  perimeter  lots  owned  by  the  State  of  California, 
in  private  lots,  and  along  surrounding  neighborhood  streets 
Virtually  all  of  the  off-street  spaces  (94  percent)  ar< 
within  one-half  mile  walking  distance  of  the  stadium  (see 
Areas  A,  B,  C,  D,  E,  and  F  of  Figure  4).  The  remaining  (  ' 
percent  is  located  less  than  three-quarters  of  a  mile  away.  : 


6.      Parking  Demand 

Table  5  shows  estimated  parking  demand  for  various  sizes  ol 
baseball  and  football  events.  Demand  for  parking  fluctuate: 
both  above  and  below  these  estimates  depending  on  transit 
usage  and  vehicle  occupancy  for  each  specific  game.  For  < 
capacity  weekend  football  event  of  61,000  people,  parkini 
demand  can  be  as  high  as  16,400  vehicles. 


7.       Comparison  of  Existing  Parking  Supply  and  Demand 

A  comparison  of  existing  parking  supply  and  demand  indicate.* 
that  existing  supply  (16,868  spaces)  is  sufficient  to  accom- 
modate demand  (16,400  vehicles)  associated  with  a  capacit; 
football  crowd  of  61,000  people.  However,  the  possibilit: 
exists  that  some  of  the  existing  off-site  parking  supply  ma; 
be  displaced  by  development  in  surrounding  areas,  creating  j 
future  parking  deficit  (see  Section  Future  on  Conditions). 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public, 
Works,   Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,  October  I98I, 
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TABLE  4 


EXISTING  ON  STREET  PARKING  SUPPLY 


WALKING  DISTANCE  FROM  STADIUM 

NUMBER  OF  PARKING  SPACES 

0   to  1/4  mile 

0 

1/4  to  1/2  mile 

131 

1/2  to  3/4  mile 

425 

3/4  to  1  mile 

643 

TABLE  5:     ESTIMATED  PARKING  DEMAiJD 


EVENT 

BASEBALL  GAMES 

FOOTBALL 

SIZE 

WEEKDAY 

WEEKNIGHT 

WEEKEND 

WEEKEND 

5,000 

1,500 

1,  850 

15,000 

4  ,650 

5  ,650 

5,300 

25,000 

8  ,000 

8,350 

8,200 

35,000 

11,050 

10  ,600 

45,000 

13,400 

12, 900 

12,700 

55,000 

15,300 

14  ,800 

61,000 

16  ,400 

Source:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Traffic  Division,   Report  on  Candlestick  Park 
Access,  19  81. 
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Traffic  Conditions  and  Neighborhood  Impacts 

For  a  capacity  weekend  football  event  of  61,000  people,  pre- 
game  traffic  can  be  as  high  as  16,400  vehicles.  For  the 
post-game  period,  traffic  can  be  approximately  14,760  vehi- 
cles, assuming  that  roughly  10  percent  of  the  crowd  departs 
early. 

Traffic  problems  resulting  from  pre-  and  post-game  condi- 
tions are  related  to  origins  and  destinations  of  stadium 
patrons,  and  the  location  of  the  stadium  relative  to  major 
access  routes.  Although  most  patrons  ultimately  travel  in 
the  north-south  direction  from  the  stadium,  east-west  local 
streets  must  be  utilized  to  achieve  access  to  the  north- 
south  routes  (U.S.  101,  Third  Street,  and  Bayshore  Boule- 
vard). As  a  result,  Jamestown,  Ingerson,  and  Oilman  Avenues 
carry  approximately  33  percent  of  the  total  pre-game  traf- 
fic, or  about  5,400  vehicles.  These  same  access  streets 
carry  42  percent  of  the  traffic,  or  6,200  vehicles  during 
the  post-game  period.  Figures  5  and  6  show  existing  esti- 
mated pre-  and  post-game  traffic  volumes  on  the  affected 
access  streets  for  near  capacity  football  games. 

Because  of  the  traffic  impacts  to  local  neighborhood 
streets,  residents  along  Jamestown,  Ingerson,  Oilman,  Paul 
and  Hollister  petitioned  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  elimi- 
nate game-related  traffic  from  their  streets.  The  specific 
neighborhood  impacts  these  residents  cited  were: 

o  Game-related  parking  restrictions  (tow-away)  require 
local   residents  to  plan  their  lives  around  ball  games. 

o  With  game-related  parking  restrictions,  the  remaining 
available  parking  to  local  residents  is  on  steep,  incon- 
venient side  streets  from  Jamestown  and  Ingerson  Avenues. 

o  Reversible  one-way  on  Jamestown  Avenue  inhibits  access  to 
and  from  residences,  particularly  with  regard  to  emer- 
gency vehicle  access. 

o  During  post-game  conditions,  access  to  properties  on  the 
north  side  of  Oilman  Avenue,  which  is  two-way,  is  diffi- 
cult,  and  requires  crossing  three  lanes  of  traffic. 

o  Hollister  Street  between  Oilman  and  Ingerson  Avenues  is 
subject  to  overflow  post-game  traffic  and  speeding. 

o    The  exclusive  use  of  Ingerson  Avenue  for  bus,  taxi,  and 

emergency   vehicle  access  during  both  pre-  and  post-garae 

periods,    results  in   prolonged   noise,    vibration,  and 

exhaust  fumes,  ^ 

o    Littering  is  a  common  problem  on  all  access  streets. 
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EXISTING  PRE-GAME  TRAFFIC  CONDITIONS 


FIGURE  5 


FOOTBALL 

ATTEND  ANCEc6 1,000 
E.Q.T.«  16,400 


Source : 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering,  Division  of  Traffic, 
Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,  Oct.   19  81 
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EXISTING  POST-GAME  TRAFFIC  CONDITIONS  FIGURE  6 


U.S.101  ^ 

So.  '  


Source : 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Pxoblic  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering,  Division  of  Traffic 
Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,  Oct.  I'JU 


o  The  high  traffic  volumes  on  Jamestown,  Ingerson  and 
Oilman  Avenues  has  accelerated  deterioration  which  could 
result  in  property  damage  to  adjacent  homes. 

o  Sunday  church  services  at  the  St.  Paul  of  the  Shipwreck 
Church  have  had  to  be  discontinued  during  ball  games  due 
to  parking  and  access  problems  to  the  church. 

Other  residents  of  Blanken  and  Tunnel  Avenues,  and  of  the 
Visitacion  Valley  have  voiced  concerns  about  changes  in 
local  street  operations  which  could  affect  their  neighbor- 
hood. Presently,  there  are  no  game-related  traffic  restric- 
tions in  these  areas,  and  game-related  traffic  is  not  exces- 
sive. 


9.       Transit  Service  During  Stadium  Events 

As  described  earlier,  transit  usage  to  and  from  Candlestick 
Park  averages  about  16  percent.  Of  this  mode-share,  approxi- 
mately eight  percent  come  by  Muni  bus,  and  eight  percent  by 
charter  bus  as  shown  in  Table  6.  The  total  number  of  one-way 
bus  trips  (including  charter  buses)  to  and  from  the  stadium 
ranges  from  140  trips  for  weeknight  baseball  games  to  357 
trips  for  football  games.  Total  number  of  round  trip  transit 
seats  provided  by  these  levels  of  service  for  these  events 
are  7,420  and  18,921  respectively  (based  on  an  average  of  53 
seats  per  bus  and  full  occupancy  ).^ ^  The  number  of  Muni  and 
charter  bus  trips  for  pre-game  and  post-game  periods  are 
summarized  in  Table  6.  Express  Muni  bus  lines  serving  the 
stadium  include  the  28-Ni neteen th  Avenue,  30-Stockton,  and 
47-Van  Ness.  Local  service  is  provided  via  the  15-Third 
Street  and  25-San  Bruno.  The  25-San  Bruno  also  provides 
shuttle  service  between  Third  Street  and  Paul  Avenue  and  the 
stadi  urn. 


Future  Conditions  Without  Candlestick  Alternatives: 

Future  development  trends  in  the  Candlestick  Park  vicinity  could 
have  a  significant  effect  on  the  transportation  and  parking 
environment  regardless  of  which  alternative,  if  any,  is  selected. 
This  section  presents  an  analysis  of  future  parking  and  traffic 
conditions  at  Candlestick  Park  and  the  surrounding  vicinity 
assuming  continued  development  at  the  Candlestick  Point  State 
Recreation  Area  (SRA)  and  the  Executive  Park  office  complex. 
Other  developments  such  as  the  Southern  Pacific  Bayshore  Office 
Park  are  also  planned  which  could  contribute  further  to  the 
future  deterioration  of  transportation  conditions  along  major 
access  corridors  to  Candlestick  Park. 


Charles  Romeyn,  Scheduling  Department,  San  Francisco  Munici- 
pal Railway,   telephone  communication,  April  1983. 
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TABLE  6:     MUNI  AND  CHARTER  BUS  TRIPS 


BASEBALL 

FOOTBALL 

r,7  T?  I?  V  M  T    u  ly 

P  RE- 
GAME 

MUNI 

75  (50) 

78  (50) 

80  (32) 

105  (47) 

CHARTER 

17  (17) 

27  (27) 

49  (49) 

91  (91) 

POST- 
GAME 

MUNI 

31  (31) 

24  (24) 

31  (31) 

70  (62) 

CHARTER 

17  (17) 

27  (27) 

49  (49) 

91  (91) 

TOTAL 
BUS  TRIPS 

140 

153 

209 

357 

(31)   -  Number  of  buses 


6  4     -  Number  of  one-way  trips   (in  and  out) 


Sources:     Muni  Data:  Chuck  Romeyn,  San  Francisco  Municipal 

Railway,  Scheduling  Department,   telephone  conversa- 
tion, April  12,   19  8  3 

Charter  Bus  Data:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,   Division  of  Traffic, 
Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,  1981. 
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1  .       Parking  Supply 

The  long  term  availability  of  the  existing  off-street  park- 
ing supply  is  dependent  upon  two  main  factors:  further 
development  of  the  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area, 
and  continued  development  of  the  Executive  Park  office  com- 
plex. The  potential  impacts  on  existing  parking  supplies 
posed  by  these  developments  are  discussed  below. 

a.  Shoreline  Park  Perimeter  Lots 

Approximately  4,850  parking  spaces  are  located  on  state- 
owned  property  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Candlestick 
Point  SRA.  This  includes  3,200  spaces  north  of  Oilman  Avenue 
(in  area  B  of  Figure  4),  350  spaces  at  the  corner  of  Fitch 
Street  and  Carroll  Avenue  (area  C)  and  1,300  spaces  south  of 
Harney  Way  (area  D).  Early  phases  of  park  development  have 
been  completed.  Timing  of  development  of  the  remainder  of 
the  park  is  uncertain  due  to  unstable  economic  and  fiscal 
conditions  at  the  state  level:  no  horizon  year  has  been 
established  for  its  completion.^ ^ ^  In  the  event  that  condi- 
tions change  in  the  future  resulting  in  full  development  of 
the  park,  from  3,750  to  4,850  parking  spaces  could  be  lost 
depending  on  whether  the  1,100  space  lot  (400  of  the  1,100 
spaces  are  currently  developed  which  are  not  available  to 
stadium  patrons)  proposed  in  the  park  plan  is  also  made 
available  to  stadium  patrons. 

b.  Executive  Park  Office  Complex 

The  Executive  Park  office  complex  presently  provides  350 
paved  parking  spaces  during  nights,  weekends,  and  holidays, 
and  450  unpaved  spaces.  Recent  discussions  between  the  Can- 
dlestick parking  operators  and  Executive  Park  management 
have  been  held  regarding  the  possible  short-term  lease  of  an 
additional  400  spaces  for  use  by  stadium  patrons,  which 
would  increase  the  total  supply  at  Executive  Park  to  1,200 
spaces . ^  ^ 

If  an  agreement  can  be  reached  under  long-term  parking 
expansion  plans  included  in  the  proposed  master  plan  amend- 
ment, an  additional  5,100  spaces  would  be  created.  Approxi- 
mately 1,200  spaces  would  be  provided  in  at-grade  lots,  with 
the  remainder  of  3,900  spaces  provided  in  a  multi-level 
garage  structures.  Of  the  total  5,100  spaces,  only  the  2,730 
spaces  designated  for  office  use  and  1,200  at  grade  spaces 
could  be  potentially  available  to  Candlestick  patrons. 


Carol  Nelson,  California  State  Department  of  Parks  and 
Recreation,  telephone  conversation,  April  1983. 

Nicholas  Leonoudakis,  President,  Fineway  Parking  Company, 
Candlestick  Park,   personal  communication,  April  7,  1983. 
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c.     other  Perimeter  Parking  Lots 


The  great  majority  of  the  remaining  parking  supply  in  peri- 
meter lots  is  either  non-park  land  owned  by  the  State,  or 
private  land.  Although  no  development  proposals  are  cur- 
rently known,  it  is  possible  that  these  lands  could  also  be 
lost  to  future  development.  This  includes  1,780  spaces  cur- 
rently leased  from  the  State  south  of  Jamestown  Avenue, 
north  of  Harney  Way,  and  east  of  U.S.  101;  and  1,800  private 
spaces  located  north  of  Oilman  and  south  of  Beatty  Avenue 
(see  Figure  4,  Areas  E  and  F). 

i 

d.     Summary  of  Future  Parking  Supply  ^ 

Table  7  presents  a  summary  of  the  range  of  future  parking 
supply  for  Candlestick  Park  based  upon  three  possible  future 
conditions.  The  optimum  condition  assumes  that  economic  and 
fiscal  conditions  will  prevent  any  further  development  at 
Shoreline  Park,  or  any  of  the  surrounding  areas  except  the 
Executive  Park.  Joint  use  of  Executive  Park  spaces  is 
assumed.  Under  this  scenario,  which  is  considered  unlikely, 
about  20,200  spaces  would  be  available.  The  second  condi- 
tion, a  more  realistic  case,  recognizes  that  development  of 
the  Shoreline  Park  and  Executive  Park  will  proceed,  and  that 
spaces  currently  available  in  these  areas  would  be  lost  for 
future  use  by  stadium  patrons.  If  joint  use  of  the  parking 
facilities  to  be  provided  by  these  developments  does  not 
occur,  11,818  spaces  would  remain  available.  With  joint  use, 
the  parking  supply  essentially  would  not  change  and  16,848 
spaces  would  be  available.  Finally,  the  worst  case  condition 
represents  the  future  parking  supply  if  all  surrounding  non- 
city  owned  lands  are  allowed  to  develop.  In  this  case,  only 
8,238  spaces  would  be  available. 


From  review  of  Table  7,  it  is  apparent  that  the  State  of 
California  and  developers  of  Executive  Park  play  key  roles 
in  the  future  of  parking  at  Candlestick  Park.  Since  parking 
supplies  on  surrounding  lands  are  subject  to  displacement  by 
future  development,  the  City  should  require  that  parking 
provided  by  these  projects  is  made  available  for  joint  use 
by  Park  patrons.  In  the  case  of  State  owned  property,  the 
City  should  communicate  with  the  State  to  encourage  joint 
use  of  their  facilities.  As  an  additional  mitigation,  strong 
emphasis  should  be  placed  on  making  better  use  of  transit 
services  to  the  stadium  to  reduce  parking  demand,  especially* 
Southern  Pacific  train  service. 


Traffic  Conditions 


Future  traffic  conditions  on  the  local  street  network  and 
regional  access  corridors  could  be  influenced  by  proposed 
developments  at  Executive  Park,  Candlestick  Point  SRA,  and 
Bayshore  Park,   as  described  in  the  following  sections. 


4-20 


TABLE  7 


POTENTIAL  CHANGES   IN  PARKING  SUPPLY 


FUTURE  SPACES  ' 
Realistic  Case 


Parkinc:  Area 

EXISTING 
SPACES 

Optimum 
Case 

Wl  til 

Joint  Use 

wi tnout 
Joint  Use 

Worst 
Case 

1.  Main  Lot 

7,213 

7,213 

7,213 

7,213 

7,213 

2.  Candlestick  SRA^ 

4,  850 

4,850 

1,100 

0 

0 

3.  Other  Non-S^ 
State  Lands 

1,780 

1,780 

1,7  80 

1,780 

0 

c 

H  m       X  J.  Va  ut;  xy  vjWJlcU 

nnn 

OU  U 

1   /I  n 

X  /  4  u  u 

1   fin  n 

X  ,  o  u  u 

n 

5.  Executive  Park 

1,200 

3,9  30 

3,9  30 

0 

0 

0.      1  uy  uwnsu 

375 

375 

375 

T  7  9 

7.  On-Street 

650 

650 

650 

650 

650 

TOTAL 

16,868 

20 , 198 

16,848 

11, 818 

8  ,238 

^Includes  lots  north 

of  Gilman 

Avenue,   and  south  of  Harney  Way. 

'^Includes   lots  south 
east  of  U.S.  101. 

of  Jamestown  Avenue, 

north  of  Harney  Way  and 

Includes  lot  north 

of  Gilman 

Avenue  and 

overflow  lot 

south  of  Beatty 

Avenue.     Non-Executive  Park  land. 

includes  lot  west  of  Fitch  Street  owned  by  City  Housing  Authority. 

'Includes  6  00  spaces  to  be  developed  at  the  overflov/  lot  south  of 
Beatty  Avenue. 
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a.     Executive  Park  Office  Complex 


Completion  of  the  final  phases  of  Executive  Park  is  expected 
to  generate  about  16,700  vehicle  trip  ends  per  day  and  2,700 
peak  hour  trip  ends.  Virtually  all  of  this  traffic  would  be 
generated  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Executive  Park  complex  on 
Alana  Way,  Harney  Way  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard.  Little 
traffic  is  expected  to  occur  on  Hunters  Point  Expressway,  .or 
local  streets  such  as  Jamestown  Avenue  and  Oilman  Avenue.^  ' 

Under  worst  case  conditions,  the  levels  of  traffic  generated 
by  Executive  Park  at  project  completion  are  projected  to 
degrade  vehicular  levels  of  service  from  A  to  F  at  the 
intersections  of  Harney  Way  and  Alana  Way,  and  Alana  Way  and 
Executive  Park  Boulevard  (assuming  no  roadway  improvements 
are  made).  Possible  improvements  to  be  examined  by  the 
project  developer  include  traffic  signals  at  Alana  Way  at 
Executive  Park  Boulevard,  Harney  Way  at  Executive  Park  Boul- 
evard, Harney  Way  at  Alana  Way/Thomas  Mellon  Drive  and  the 
Alana  Way  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101,  and  roadway  widenings  along 
Harney  Way,  and  Executive  Park  Boulevard.  These  possible 
improvements  would  be  staged  over  a  ten  year  development 
period. 


b.     Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area 


I 


On  prime  recreational  days,  the  park  is  projected  to  attract 
an  attendance  of  5,000  persons.  Based  on  vehicle  occupancy 
of  three  persons,  an  approximate  traffic  volume  of  1,667 
vehicles  would  be  generated  along  Alana  Way,  Harney  Way, 
Hunters  Point  Expressway,  and  Oilman  Avenue.  However,  these 
volumes  would  be  unlikely  to  conflict  with  capacity  Stadium 
events. 

c.     Bayshore  Office  Park  and  Baylands  Development  Area 

The  Bayshore  Office  Park  and  Baylands  Development  Area  pro- 
posed by  the  Southern  Pacific  Development  Company  covers  507 
acres  in  the  area  southwest  of  Candlestick  Park  between 
Bayshore  Boulevard  and  U.S.  101  in  the  City  of  Brisbane.  The 
proposed  development  includes  a  mix  of  industrial,  commer- 
cial, and  office  uses  in  addition  to  the  existing  railroad 
operations  and  tank  farm.  At  full  development  in  1995,  the: 
project  could  generate  from  39,150  to  42,490  twenty-four- 
hour  traffic  volumes  depending  on  the  land  use  option 
selected  for  the  Baylands  Development  Area.^2) 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Executive  Park  Employee 
Travel  Survey,  1982. 

(2) 

Southern  Pacific  Development  Company,  Proposed  Specific  Plar 
for  Bayshore  Office  Park  and  Baylands  Development  Area, 
Brisbane,   California,   July  1982. 
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d.     Summary  of  Traffic  Conditions 

Proposed  development  projects  in  the  Candlestick  Park  vici- 
nity will  generate  traffic  which  could  conflict  with  post- 
game  traffic  leaving  the  stadium  following  afternoon  events. 
The  cumulative  effect  of  these  projects  may  require  that 
contingency  plans  (ridesharing,  flex-time,  etc.)  be  devel- 
oped for  project  employees  to  coincide  with  weekday  baseball 
events.  Improved  transit  service  to  the  area  would  also 
serve  to  minimize  congestion  and  traffic  conflicts.  An  al- 
ternative would  be  discontinuation  of  all  weekday  baseball 
games  to  eliminate  cumulative  traffic  congestion  and  im- 
pacts. 


Analysis  of  Candlestick  Park  Schenes: 


1.      Scheme  4:     Maximize  Light  Industrial/Office  Park 
a.  Traffic  and  Parking 

Based  on  the  area  allocations  for  each  land  use,  and  stand- 
ard references  for  trip  gene ra ti on , ^ ^ '  this  scheme  would 
generate  13,579  average  weekday  vehicle  trip-ends,  and  2,035 
trip-ends  during  the  PM  peak  period  (A:00  to  6:00  PM).  If 
parking  is  provided  per  the  City  Planning  Code  requirements, 
no  additional  parking  impacts  to  the  surrounding  area  would 
occur. 

Based  on  modal  split  and  residential  distribution  data 
obtained  from  a  travel  survey  of  Executive  Park  employees 
conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  90  percenl:  of 
the  generated  trips  would  be  via  the  private  automobile,  in 
the  following  regional  distribution: 

o  San  Francisco  37% 

o  Peninsula  43% 

o  East  Bay  12% 

o  North  Bay  8% 


Applying  these  factors  to  the  total  automobile  trips  results 
in  the  following  average  weekday  traffic  volumes  for  each 
major  corridor: 


Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Trip  Generation,  An 
Informational  Report,   Second  Edition,  1979. 
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o  4,522  trips  originating  from  San  Francisco 

o  5,255  trips  from  the  Peninsula 

o  1,467  trips  from  the  East  Bay 

o  978  trips  from  the  North  Bay  ^ 


For  the  purpose  of  identifying  probable  access  routes  to  the 
Candlestick  Park  site,   it  is  assumed  that: 

o  67  percent  of  the  San  Francisco-based  trips  (3,030  trips) 
would  use  US-101  to  Alana  Way  for  access;  and  33  percent 
(1,492  trips)  would  be  distributed  equally  to  the  Bay- 
shore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street  corridors. 


0  50  percent  of  the  East  Bay-based  trips  (734  trips)  will 
access  the  site  via  U.S.  101  to  Alana  Way,  and  the 
remaining  50  percent  of  trips  will  come  from  the  south 
via  Harney  Way. 

0  100  percent  (5,255  trips)  of  the  Peninsula-based  trips 
will  access  the  site  via  northbound  U.S.  101  to  Harney 
Way.  I 

o  100  percent  (978  trips)  of  the  North  Bay-based  trips  will 
access  the  site  via  southbound  U.S.   101   to  Alana  Way. 


Assuming  90  percent  auto  mode  split,  the  peak  period  distri- 
bution of  2,035  trips  would  result  in  the  following  addi- 
tional trips: 

o  An  increase  in  traffic  on  U.S.  101  southbound  of  711 
vehicl es . 

o  An  increase  in  traffic  on  U.S.  101  northbound  of  897 
vehicles,  and 

o  An  increase  in  traffic  of  224  vehicles  (distributed 
equally)  on  the  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street  cor- 
ridors. 


The  resulting  trips  on  U.S.  101  would  compound  the  direc- 
tional congestion  problems  which  typically  occur  in  the 
southbound  direction  during  the  P.M.  period,  and  in  the; 
northbound  direction  during  the  A.M.  period.  No  significant 
traffic  impacts  would  result  on  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Thirdj 
Street.  The  alternative  would  have  the  benefit,  however,  of 
eliminating  all  traffic  and  parking  impacts,  many  of  which 
occur  in  the  non-peak  periods,  currently  associated  with  the 
stadium. 

% 
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b.  Transit 


The  potential  transit  demand  for  this  scheme  was  estimated 
based  on  a  10  percent  transit  mode  share  of  the  13,597  total 
average  weekday  vehicle  trip-ends.  This  scheme  would  gener- 
ate approximately  1,360  person  trips  on  transit  per  day. 
During  the  P.M.  peak  period,  this  scheme  would  generate 
about  205  person  trips  on  transit.  To  accommodate  this 
potential  demand,  re-routing  or  extension  of  existing  lines 
such  as  the  56-Rutland,  29-Sunset  and/or  15-Third  Street 
would  be  required. 


Scheme  5:     Mixed  Use  With  Renovated  Stadium 

This  scheme  would  entail  new  traffic  generated  during  the 
weekdays  due  to  the  proposed  mixed  uses,  and  essentially  the 
same  stadium  traffic  and  parking  demand  conditions  as  exist 
currently . 


a.  Traffic 

Based  on  the  mixed  land  uses  for  this  scheme,  approximately 
24,8M0  average  weekday  vehicle  trips  and  3,52?  peak  period 
trips  would  be  generated.  Using  the  mode-split  and  regional 
trip  distribution  procedures  described  earlier,  the  follow- 
ing average  weekday  traffic  volumes  would  be  generated: 

o  8,272  San  Francisco-based  trips 

o  9,613  Peninsula-based  trips 

o  2,683  East  Bay-based  trips 

o  1,788  North  Bay-based  trips 


Using  the  same  access  route  assignments  from  Scheme  4 
results  in  the  following: 

o  5,542  San  Francisco-based  trips  would  occur  on  U.S.  101 
to  Alana  Way  for  access,  and  2,730  trips  would  be  distri- 
buted equally  to  the  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street 
corridors . 

o  1,342  East  Bay  trips  would  occur  on  U.S.  101  southbound 
to  Alana  Way  for  access,  and  the  remaining  1,342  trips 
would  occur  on  U.S.    101   northbound  to  Harney  Way. 

o  9,613  (100  percent)  of  the  Peninsula  trips  would  occur  on 
northbound  U.S.    101   to  Harney  Way. 
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o     1,788  (100  percent)  of  the  North  Bay-based  trips  would 
occur  on  southbound  U.S.    101   to  Alana  Way. 


The  peak  period  traffic  of  3,527  would  be  distributed  as 
follows : 

o  An  increase  in  southbound  U.S.  101  traffic  of  1,231 
vehicles  (from  San  Francisco,  East  Bay  and  North  Bay 
origins ) . 

o  An  increase  in  northbound  U.S.  101  traffic  of  1,555 
vehicles  (from  Peninsula  and  East  Bay  origins). 

o  An  increase  in  auto  traffic  of  388  vehicles  distributed 
equally  to  Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street. 


No  significant  traffic  impacts  would  occur  on  Bayshore 
Boulevard  and  Third  Street.  Traffic  volumes  generated  by  the 
scheme  would  exceed  the  capacity  of  U.S.  101  (both  direc- 
tions) during  peak  periods.  i 

Assuming  no  addition  to  the  existing  61,000  seat  capacity  of 
the  stadium,  traffic  associated  with  the  renovation  of 
Candlestick  Park  would  not  increase  over  the  existing  condi- 
tions. Very  little  overlap  of  P.M.  peak  period  traffic 
generated  by  the  mixed  use  development  with  stadium  traffic 
would  be  expected,  with  the  exception  of  a  long  afternoon 
baseball  game  or  a  Monday  night  football  game.  For  these 
cases,  contingency  plans  discussed  previously  would  need  to 
be  developed,  or  day  games  would  need  to  be  discontinued. 


b.  Parking 

I 

This  scheme  includes  the  provision  of  15,000  parking  spaces, 
A  multi-level  central  parking  structure  located  on  the 
existing  main  lot  would  contain  10,000  spaces.  At-grade 
parking  for  4,000  spaces  would  be  located  on  the  north  end! 
of  the  main  lot,  and  roughly  1,000  spaces  would  be  developed! 
off-site.  i 

If  the  majority  of  the  total  parking  to  be  provided  were' 
made  available  to  stadium  patrons  during  nights,  weekendsl 
and  holidays;  most  of  the  parking  demand  associated  with  the, 
renovated  stadium  (16,400  spaces)  would  be  accommodated.. 
Only  an  additional  1,400  spaces  would  need  to  be  maintained 
off-site  to  satisfy  remaining  demand.  Therefore,  provision 
of  15,000  parking  spaces  in  this  scheme  lessens  the  poten-i 
tially  significant  impact  of  major  losses  of  existing  park-j 
ing  due  to  State  and  private  development  identified  earlierj 
in  this  section. 
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c.  Transit 


The  mixed  use  component  of  this  scheme  would  generate 
approximately  2,484  trips  on  transit  for  an  average  day,  and 
roughly  353  trips  during  the  P.M.  peak  period.  As  in  Scheme 
4,  re-routing  or  extension  of  the  existing  Muni  lines  15, 
29,  and  56  should  be  considered  to  meet  this  demand. 

The  transit  impacts  of  the  renovated  stadium  are  essentially 
the  same  as  the  existing  condition. 


Scheme  6:     New  Stadium  (70,000  seat  capacity) 


a.  Stadium  Traffic 


A  new  70,000  seat  stadium  is  estimated  to  generate  peak  one- 
way pre-game  traffic  volumes  of  18,836,  an  increase  of 
roughly  2,436  or  15  percent  over  existing  peak  conditions. 
This  is  based  on  application  of  the  existing  traffic  genera- 
tion rate  (27  percent  of  total  peak  attendance  for  a  61,000 
seat  stadium)  to  the  new  stadium.  This  incremental  increase 
in  pre-  and  post-game  traffic  has  been  distributed  to  the 
stadium  access  street  network  and  is  shown  in  Figures  7  and 
8.  These  traffic  estimates  are  based  on  the  assumption  that 
existing  mode  split,  origin/destination,  and  vehicle  occu- 
pancy patterns  will  continue. 


b.    Parking  Demand 


A  70,000  seat  stadium  is  estimated  to  generate  parking 
demand  for  roughly  18,836  spaces,  based  on  the  same  parking 
demand  to  attendance  ratio  of  about  27  percent  discussed 
above  for  traffic  conditions.  This  represents  an  increase  in 
parking  demand  of  15  percent  or  2,436  vehicles  over  existing 
conditions. 


Construction  of  a  new,  larger  stadium  would  intensify  park- 
ing and  congestion  problems  which  already  occur  for  the 
existing  stadium,  if  new  parking  supplies  are  not  developed 
concurrently  with  the  new  stadium.  The  potential  changes  in 
parking  supply  were  described  in  detail  earlier  in  Table  7. 
Based  on  each  of  the  possible  future  parking  conditions 
(optimum,  realistic,  worst  case)  a  70,000  seat  stadium  would 
result  in  potential  parking  deficits  as  follows: 


o    Optimum  Case 

0     Realistic  Case: 

With  Joint  Use  of  Parking  Supplies 
Without  Joint  Use  of  Parking  Supplies 


1,362  spaces 

1 , 988  spaces 
7,018  spaces 


o    Worst  Case 


10,598  spaces 
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FUTURE  PRE-QAME  TRAFFIC  CONDITIONS 

FK3URE7 


FUTURE  POST-QAJyE  TRAFFIC  OONDmONS 


FIQURE8 


U.S.  101    l^j]  NO  MAJOR  IMPRDVENENTS 

80.    APE  IMPIENEI^ITED 
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Such  a  broad  range  of  potential  parking  deficits  reinforces 
the  need  for  the  City  to  maintain  and/or  secure  additional 
parking  supplies  for  stadium  use. 


c.  Transit 

A  new  stadium  of  70,000  seats  could  generate  an  additional 
1,440  person  trips  on  bus  transit.  Assuming  that  the  number 
of  additional  transit  patrons  is  the  same  for  pre-event  and 
post-event  and  the  average  loading  per  bus  is  53  passengers, 
an  additional  27  bus  trips  would  be  required.  Of  this  total 
perhaps  two-thirds  or  18  trips  would  occur  on  Muni  lines, 
with  the  remaining  9  trips  occurring  on  charter  buses. 


Scheme  7:     New  Stadium  With  Mixed  Use 

This  scheme  would  result  in  the  same  traffic,  parking  and 
transit  impacts  described  in  the  mixed  use  development  com- 
ponent of  Scheme  5,  and  the  new  stadium  of  Scheme  6. 
Slightly  greater  traffic  impacts  (about  2,436  more  vehicles) 
could  result  during  occasional  periods  of  mixed  use  develop- 
ment and  stadium  traffic  overlap  than  those  described  in 
Scheme  5. 


a.  Transit 

This  scheme  would  entail  the  same  transit  impacts  as  thosel 
described  for  the  mixed  use  component  of  Scheme  5,  and  the 
new  stadium  component  of  Scheme  6.  ! 


Scheme  8:     Renovated  Candlestick  Park 

This  scheme  involves  construction  of  a  dome  over  Candlestick 
Park.  Since  the  stadium  capacity  would  remain  61,000  seats, 
the  existing  traffic,  parking  and  transit  conditions  at 
Candlestick  Park  would  not  change  on  an  event  by  event 
basis.  However,  more  events  held  at  the  stadium  would  in- 
crease the  time  during  which  traffic  impacts  occur  in  the 
surrounding  area. 

■ 
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Short  and  Long  Range  Improvements  and  Costs: 

This  section  contains  several  short  and  long  range  recommenda- 
tions designed  to  improve  traffic  and  parking  access,  and  reduce 
adverse  neighborhood  impacts.  Short  range  improvements  which  are 
needed  for  all  stadium  schemes  (5,  6,  7  and  8)  are  presented 
first,  followed  by  long  range  improvements  which  are  also  common 
to  the  four  alternatives.  Other  long  range  improvements  which  are 
unique  to  each  alternative  including  Scheme  4  are  presented  at 
the  end  of  this  section. 


1.       Short  Range  Improvements  and  Costs 
(Common  to  Schemes  5,  6,  7  and  8) 

a.  Removal  of  all  parking  prohibitions  in  residential  areas  for 
all  midday  and  weeknight  games  (except  Friday  night)  to 
reduce  neighborhood  impacts. 

Cost:     $  Nominal 


b.   Mechanically  clean  all  residential  streets  prior  to  removal 
of  weekend  parking  restrictions. 

Cost:     $  Nominal 


c.  Change  Candlestick  Park  signing  on  southbound  U.S.   101  to 
two  key  exits,   Silver  Avenue  and  Alana  Way. 

Cost:     $  10,000 


d.  Repair  of  Carroll  Avenue  pavement  east  of  Third  Street,  to 
accommodate  heavier  volumes  of  diverted  traffic  (assuming 
long-range  recommendations  are  implemented). 

Cost:     $  900,000 


e.  Relocation  of  the  western  entry  gates  for  the  permit  parking 
to  an  alternate  location  to  alleviate  stadium  traffic  con- 
gestion at  the  intersection  of  Harney  Way  and  Jamestown 
Avenue . 

Cost:     $  Nominal 


f.  Re-striping  of  the  intersection  limit  lines  of  Alana  Way  and 
Harney  Way;  and  the  lane  lines  along  Harney  Way  and  Hunters 
Point  Expressway. 

Cost:     $  4,000 
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g.  Develop  variable  overhead  message  signs  to  better  guide  pr- 
and  post-game  traffic  on  major  reversible  one-way  streets 
(i.e.,  Harney  Way,  Hunters  Point  Expressway,  Jamestown  and 
Oilman  Avenues). 

Cost:     $140,000  total  ($35,000  per  sign) 


h.  Erection  of  non-variable  overhead   signage   at   the  intersec- 
tion of  Alana  Way  and  Harney  Way  to  guide  post-game  traffic. 

Cost:     $  50,000 


i.  Develop  a  shuttle  bus  system  providing  service  from  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad  station  at  South  Bayshore  Boule- 
vard to  the  stadium,   for  peak  attendance  events. 

Cost:  $  30-40  per  vehicle-hour  depending  on  transit  operator 
(total  cost  will  depend  on  operating  requirements  of 
shuttle  system) 


2.       Long  Range  Transportation  Improvements  and  Costs 
(Common  to  Schemes  5,  6,  7  and  8) 

Even  if  no  action  is  taken  to  change  the  existing  stadium  at 
Candlestick  Park,  several  major  long  range  transportation 
improvements  would  be  needed  to  alleviate  current  traffic 
problems  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stadium.  All  of  the  schemes 
which  include  a  new  or  renovated  stadium  (Schemes  5,  6,  7 
and  8)  will  therefore  require  extensive  and  costly  improve- 
ments to  the  transportation  system.  Scheme  4,  the  Light 
Industrial  Alternative,  would  require  fewer  and  less  costly 
improvements  than  the  stadium  alternatives  because  of  much 
lower  peak  period  traffic  flows  and  less  impacts  to  sur- 
rounding neighborhoods. 

Several  long  range  access  improvement  alternatives  were 
developed  and  analyzed  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works  in  the  Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access 
(I98I).  These  alternatives  were  developed  specifically  to 
improve  traffic  and  access  conditions  during  stadium  events. 
Elimination  of  stadium  automobile  traffic  from  neighborhood 
streets  was  a  common  element  of  all  the  long-range  alterna- 
tives. 

On  December  18,  1981,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
passed  Resolution  Number  1012-81,  establishing  a  policy  in 
support  of  Long  Range  Alternative  VII  (see  Appendix  A).  The 
components  of  this  alternative  as  endorsed  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  are  depicted  in  Figures  9  and  10.  These 
improvements  are  common  to  all  alternatives  except  Scheme  4. 
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FIGURE  9 

LONG  RANGE  ALTERNATIVE 
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"Map  copyrighted  19  83  by  the  California 
State  Automobile  Association.     Reproduced  by  permission." 


* Direction  of  Flow 

' Number  of  lanes 

Reversible  1-Way 

Street 

New  Construction 

Street  closed  to 

game  traffic 

New  Viaduct 
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Additional  recommended  improvements  which  are  unique  to  each 
alternative,  including  Scheme  are  described  at  the  end  of 
this  section. 


The  recommended  long  range  improvements  are  as  follows: 

a.  Widen  Harney  Way  between  Jamestown  Avenue  and  Alana  Way 
from  five  lanes  to  six  lanes. 

Cost:     $  540,000 


b.  Widen  the  Alana  Way  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101  southbound  from 
one  lane  to  two  lanes. 

Cost:     $  240,300 


c.  Widen  U.S.   101  southbound  between  Alana  Way  and  Route  380 
(a  distance  of  five  miles)  from  four  lanes  to  five  lanes. 

Cost :     $  30  million 

Note:  Recent  discussions  with  California  State  Department  of 
Transportation  officials  indicate  that  widening  of  US-101 
from  Alana  Way  to  Route  380  (Improvement  C)  could  be  prohi- 
bitively expensive  (possibly  in  excess  of  $60  million  for 
construction   and    right-of-way    acquisition). ^  1  >2, 3) 

An  alternative  to  widening  southbound  US  101  by  one  lane  for 
a  distance  of  five  miles,  is  the  limited  widening  for  a 
distance  of  1.5  miles  (roughly  8,000  feet).  Construction  of 
one  additional  travel  lane  would  increase  the  capacity. of 
this  section  of  US  101  by  approximately  1,800  vehicles  per 
hour.  The  feasibility  of  developing  this  alternative  con- 
currently with  a  new  on/off  ramp  system  to  Marina  Boulevard 
should  be  investigated. 

Cost:     $2.7  million 


(1) 


(3) 


Mr.  Ernie  Satow,  Senior  Transportation  Engineer,  California 
Department  of  Transportation,  Project  Development  Division, 
telephone  communication,   April   13,  1983. 


(2)  Mr.  Paul  Hensley,  Senior  Transportation  Engineer,  California 
Department  of  Transportation,  telephone  communication,  April 
8,  1983. 


Mr.  Ralph  Harrison,  California  Department  of  Transportation, 
Division  of  Transportation  Planning,  telephone  communica- 
tion, April  8,  1983. 
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d.  Construct   a   contra-flow    lane   on   the   Fitch  Street  to 
Carroll  Avenue  route  to  Third  Street. 

Cost:     Included  in  cost  for  Item  e. 


e.  Widen  Fitch  Street  and  Carroll  Avenue  from  four  lanes  to 
five  or  six  lanes. 

Cost:  $7,323  million,  includes  $6  million  for  land 
acquisition  /business  relocation,  and  $1,323  million  for 
construction. 


f.  Construct  a  new,  above  grade  viaduct  three  to  four  lanes 
in  width,  connecting  Carroll  Avenue  (east  of  Jennings 
Street)  to  and  from  Interstate  280;  and  ramps  to  and  from 
Bayshore  Boulevard  and  Third  Street. 

Cost:     $  32.175  million 


Excluding  the  widening  of  U.S.  101,  the  estimated  total  cost 
of  the  above  long  range  improvements  is  $40.3  million  (in 
1983  dollars).  If  the  full  widening  of  US  101  for  5  miles 
($30  million)  is  included,  the  estimated  total  cost  is  $70.3 
million.  Widening  of  US  101  for  a  distance  of  only  1.5  miles 
($2.7  million)  would  lower  the  total  estimated  cost  to  $43.0 
million. 


3.      Other  Long  Range  Improvements 

Other  long  range  improvements  unique  to  each  alternative  are 
described  below  for  each  Candlestick  Park  scheme. 


Scheme  4:     Maximize  Light  Industrial 

a.       Resurface  Hunters  Point  Expressway  from  Jamestown  Avenue  to 
Fitch  Street. 

Cost:  $  3.2  million 


b.      Reconstruct  on-ramp  to  U.S.  101  northbound  from  Executive 
Park  Boulevard. 

Cost:     $  500,000 
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c.       Realign   the   intersection  of  Alana  Way  and  Harney  Way  to 
improve  visibility  and  traffic  circulation. 

Cost:     $  150,000 


d.      Install  traffic  signal  light  at  the  intersection  of  Alana 
Way  and  Harney  Way, 

Cost:     $  50,000 


e.      Construct  new   internal   roadways  to  improve  on-site  traffic 
c  ircula  ti  on . 

Cost:  $  13.50  per  square  foot  (total  cost  will  depend  on 
amount  of  roadway  required  which  is  undetermined  at 
this  conceptual  planning  stage) 


f.  Extend  or  re-route  existing  Muni  transit  lines  56-Rutland, 
29-Sunset,  and  15-Third  Street  to  provide  convenient  transit 
service. 

Cost:  Undetermined  until  detailed  operating  requirements, 
service  levels,  transit  shelters  and  design  criteria 
are  specified. 


In  addition,    it  is  recommended 
Management  Program  be  developed, 
nal  and  borne  by  the  developer. 


that  a  Transportation  Systems 
The  cost  of  this  would  be  nomi- 


Scheme  5:     Mixed  Use  With  Renovated  Stadium 

Same  improvements  as  endorsed  in  Long  Range  Alternative  VII,  and 
Scheme  4,  plus: 


a.  Develop  a  parking  management  and  information  program  to 
reduce  parking  demand,  and  improve  utilization  of  existing 
parking  supplies. 

Cost:  Nominal 


b.  Develop  a  contingency  plan  to  minimize  traffic  and  parking 
impacts  due  to  overlap  of  stadium  and  mixed  use  development 
traffic. 

Cost:  Nominal 
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Scheme  6:     New  Stadium 

Implement  Long  Range  Alternative  endorsed  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors . 

Implement  improvements  a  and  b  of  Scheme  5,  plus: 

a.  Establish  conditional  joint-use  policy  for  competing  devel- 
opments to  allow  stadium  patrons  to  use  parking  supplies 
created  by  new  development.  This  could  be  implemented 
through  zoning  code  or  building  permit  process  at  no  cost. 


Scheme  7:     Mixed  Use  With  New  Stadium 

Implement  Long  Range  Alternative  endorsed  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors . 

Implement  improvements  contained  in  Schemes  5  and  6. 


Scheme  8:     Renovated  Stadium 

Implement  Long  Range  Alternative  endorsed  by  the  Board  of  Super- 
visors . 
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APPENDIX  A 
VEHICULAR  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  DESCRIPTIONS 
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Appendix  A 

LEVELS  OF  HIGHWAY  SERVICE  INTERPRETATION 

DELAY  RANGE       VOLUME  TO 
LEVEL  OF  (Sec.  per  CAPACITY 

SERVICE  DESCRIPTION  Vehicle)  RATIO 


A  Excel  lent  operation.    All  approaches        0-16  O-.6O 

to  signalized  intersections  appear 
quite  open,  turning  movements  are 
easily  made,  and  nearly  all  drivers 
find  freedom  of  operation.  No 
vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red 
traffic  signal  Indication. 

B  Very  good  operation.    Many  drivers  16-22  .60-.70 

begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted 
within  platoons  of  vehicles.  This 
represents  stable  flow.    An  approach 
to  a  signalized  Intersection  may 
occasionally  be  fully  utilized  and  a 
substantial  number  of  cycles  are 
approaching  full  use. 

C  Good  operation.    Occasionally  drivers      22-28  .70-.80 

have  to  wait  through  more  than  one  red 
signal  indication,  and  back-ups  may 
develop  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most 
drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted. 

D  Fair  operation.    Cars  are  required  to     28-35  .80-.90 

wait  through  more  than  one  traffic  sig- 
nal cycle  during  short  peaks.    There  are 
no  long-standing  traffic  queues.  Typical 
design  goal  for  planning  purposes. 

E  Poor  operation.    Some  longstanding  ve-    SS'^O  .90-1.00 

hicular  queues  develop  on  critical 
approaches  to  intersections.  Delays 
may  be  up  to  several  signal  cycles. 

F  Forced  flow.    Represents  Jammed  condl-    40  or        Over  1.00 

tions.    Backups  from  locations  down-  greater 
stream  or  on  the  cross  street  may 
restrict  or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles 
out  of  the  Intersection  approach  lanes; 
therefore  volumes  carried  are  not 
predictable.    Potential  for  stop  and  go 
type  traffic  flow. 

Source:    Based  on  National  Academy  of  Sciences*  Highway  Capacity  Manual. 
1^65  and  Draft  Final  Report  for  the  New  Highway  Capacity 
Manual • 
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APPENDIX  B 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  RESOLUTION 
NUMBER  1012-81 
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BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  RESOIUTION 

NUHBER  1012  -  81 


As  amended  In  Bd . 

12/14/81 


Fll£  MO    IS^-^O-  -:  RESOLUTION  NO. 


1  cSTABLis:ii::G  policy  of  the  board     supervisors!.'  support  cf  lo:;g 

2  .<ANGE  aLTi:kNAT1VE  PtAN  NO.  «/T7  OF  THE  "^.ITORT  O::  C.'JIDLESTIC:;  ?AF.:: 

3  Access,  OCXODER  1081"  SUBJECT  TO  MASTER  .-UN  HEViT.;  3V  TiiS 
*  Or  CTTV  ZU-^r.li":. 

5 

6  '.■.'ic'l-.w,         :>oard  cf  ^uporvtsots  by  Its  ResoluClon  :'.o.  510-5? 

'  esc;i!;). •  -  U.C  ccrtali  r?»ulitloas  rslacir.g  to  the  flor*  of  .cnff Ic  -jo 

8  ana  .r.-3n  •.:andl~--ci2''.  P«r';  on  -vwr"  -J^v^  as  'ivsnt":  iTr 

9  3ciic-:\:l.:-.'.  it  Can- :.:-tte":'.  Hnrc. :  ri.-if. 
'•r:-nT.r\5,  Ths  Jtcady  ilaw  of  £ra.fiio  vq  t.iis  ^i^a  <)»rcr  '.lanv  ■-■ars 

•1  iias  C£i:r-d  -  severe  Lspact  on  its  residents  and  choir  property 

12  bocio-.e       cscesEtve  noj.se.  pollution  ar.ci  unsaic  -taZtic  con(i.'i.tlon3 ; 

13  and 

vTKERI^AS,  The  Departrjent  of  Public  Work;?  has  submitted  a  compre- 


15     hanrivt  svrrrcT  r.ntitlo-?.  "".-rport  on  Candlcstlci:  rajr.-.  .-.c<;«:8S, 

'Occobsr  1?51"  which  incivides  both  long-raar;o  end  snort-range  alter 

17 


^vitlve  .Jccesr.  ^Irrr  rrt  r^^vce  'rhc  tvriffi;  -...-rjl-r:  L.i  c'uxz  area:  ind 

miEREAS,  Long  Range  AlCamatlve  ri-in  Nfl.  /II  Is  the  plan  cost 
cupportBo  by  the  coinnunity  resioenCs;  now,  ttiererore .  be  it 

'^'^.^TA'^V! ,  That  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  ths  City  and  County 
oi  San  Francisco  does  hereby  rr.tcV.Msh  •■  flLzy  'n  ;^  pport  of  Long 
Range  Alr.irrattve  Man  Ko.  V'T.  sr  JeHcrll-'-*  ir     — ir'-  cn  Zr.niX".' 
stick  ?ar'.:  Access,  October  1981"  subject        .<!-. •.:  :"Vt.  r?'.-lev  h- 
the  Dcpartr>ent  of  City  Planning. 

rjP.r-iES  resolve:;.  That  the  plan  be  amended  at  Planning 
Department  level  to  retain  present  method  of  access  by  lAjni  and 
other  puLlic  transit  or  an  equivalent  level  and  speed  of  ;tuni  access 
to  Candlestick  Park. 


Passed  by  Board  of  Supervisors  on  December  7,  1981. 
Signed  by  the  Mayor  on  Deceirber  S,  1981. 
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5.  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 


A.  SCOPE 


The  scope  of  service  for  conducting  an  economic  impact  analysis 
of  the  doming  of  Candlestick  is  presented  below: 


Task  1 ;       Review  the  data  presented  in  the  Giants'  report 
entitled  "The  Future  of  Candlestick  Park"  for 
possible  adjustment.     The  detailed  market  and 
financial  analysis  prepared  by  the  Giants  will 
not  be  redone  in  this  task.     However,  a  review 
and  evaluation  of  the  appropriateness  and 
accuracy  of  this  analysis  will  be  conducted.  The 
primary  product  of  this  task  will  be  a  general 
review  of  the  adequacy  of  the  existing  data  in 
the  Giants'  study. 

Task  2 ;       Determine  the  potential  spin-oft  effects  of  a 
multi-use  sports  facility  at  Candlestick. 

Task  3;  Estimate  the  potential  direct  and  indirect 
revenue  benefits  from  alternative  use  of  a 
downtown  site. 


In  order  to  provide  the  most  useable  economic  impact  analysis 
for  comparison  purposes,  ERA  has  expanded  this  scope  and 
subdivided  the  analyses  into  the  following  parts: 


For  A  Domed 
Candlestick  or  New 
Stadium  at  Candlestick 
Stadium  Plus 
Stadium  Commercial 
Economic  Impacts  Only  Development 


A.  From  Operations 

B.  From  Expenditures 

In  Nearby  Areas 

C.  From  Development  of 
Unused  Site  Downtown 

D.  Induced  New  Development 
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B .  DATA 


This  subsection  is  divided  into  the  following  categories; 
o        The  Economic  Impact  Model 
o        Per  Capita  Expenditure  Data 
o        Review  of  the  Giants'  Study 
o        Case  Studies  of  Impact  in  Other  Cities 
o        List  of  Major  Data  Sources 

The  Economic  Impact  Model  


ERA  has  developed  a  computerized  Economic  Impact  Model  which 
has  been  applied  to  this  analysis.     The  primary  sources  of 
economic  impacts  which  are  evaluated  by  the  model  are  listed  in 
Table  1.     For  each  source  of  impact,  Table  1  also  shows  the 
primary  types  of  impacts  which  are  evaluated. 

Per  Capita  Expenditures  


Per  Capita  expenditures  at  stadium  is  a  key  factor  in 
evaluating  economic  impacts.     In  order  to  estimate  these  per 
capita  expenditures,   ERA  has  reviewed  and  evaluated  numerous 
sources  of  data  including  various  studies,   and  extensive 
telephone  interviews  with  cities  which  have  stadiums.  A 
summary  of  findings  from  this  data  collection  and  analysis 
effort  is  presented  in  Table  2.     Based  on  a  review  of  this 
information,  and  applying  judgment  to  account  for  the  unique 
characteristics  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area,  ERA 
concluded  that  the  best  estimate  for  per  capita  expenditures  in 
the  downtown  area  is  $6.00  per  person  for  restaurants   (based  on 
the  Seattle  data)  and  $3.40  for  retail  expenditures  (based  on 
the  Minneapolis  data).     Per  capita  expenditures  for  attendees 
at  stadium  events  who  stay  overnight  in  hotels  is  estimated  at 
$46.47  based  upon  typical  hotel  room  rates  in  San  Francisco. 

Note  that  these  figures  represent  expenditures  in  a  downtown 
area  for  a  centrally  located  stadium.     These  figures  are  used 
for  the  downtown  stadium  alternative.     However,  only  40  percent 
of  these  per  capita  expenditures  are  used  in  the  Candlestick 
analysis.     This  difference  is  discussed  further  below. 

Review  of  the  Giants'  Study  


Our  assignment  is  limited  to  a  brief  review  of  the  Giants' 
study  and  specifically  excludes  any  detailed  market  and 
finacnial  analysis  which  may  be  required  to  update  this 
study.     It  appears  that  precise  estimates  of  net  operating 
income  from  a  stadium  are  less  important  to  the  economic  impact 
evaluation  of  alternatives  than  many  other  factors.  However, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  projected  NOI  of  a  stadium 
alternative  is  important  in  two  respects: 


5-2 


Table  1 

SOURCE  AND  TYPE  OF  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 


Source  of  Impact 


A.     From  Operation 


B.     From  Expenditures 
In  Nearby  Area 


From  Development  of 
Unused  Site 


From  Development  on 
Stadium  Site 


Induced  New  Development 


Type  of  Impact 


Payroll;  concessions  tax 

revenue 
NOI  or  Possessory 
Interest  tax 
Admissions  Tax 
Expenditures 
Jobs;  payrolls 


Tax  revenues 
Expenditures 
Jobs 

Payrolls 


Tax  revenues 
Expenditures 
Jobs 

Payrolls 


Tax  revenues 
Expenditures 
Jobs 

Payrolls 


Potential  for  new 
construction  to  accommodate 
new  expenditures  in  the  area 
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Table  2 


REPORTED  PER  CAPITA  EXPENDITURE  OFF-SITE 
AT  VARIOUS  STADIUMS 


San  Francisco^ 
(Individual   '82  Dollars) 

Per  Capita 

Cinncmati'^ 
Total  Expenditure 
(including  Hotel  rates )3 

Per  Capita 

Inflated  to  1982  Dollars 


Restaurant 
$28.23 


Retail 


Hotel 


Other 


$82.96  $83.66 


$9.85  $17.11 
$8.5  mil .   $3.5  mil . 


$4.25 
$10.39 


$1.75 
$4.28 


$2.65 
43  mil. 


$1.5 
$3.66 


Total 
$86.5 

$30.98 
$22-25 


$11-28 


Minneapolis4  $3.00 
(Projected  1982)  Per  Capita 
Expenditure 

PittsburghS  $10.6  mil. 

(Total  Fan  Expenditure) 

Per  Capita  $6.52 

Inflated  to  1982  Dollars  $8.92 


$3.00  $30.00 

$1.3  mil . 
$14.72 
$20.14 


$5.00  $43.00 


Bay  Area  Residents  Survey:    mean  individual  expenditures. 

2l971  Prices;  2  million  attendants;  Mjusted  hotel  rate  -  divided  by  140,000  fans. 
Adjusted  expenditure  for  1.8  persons  per  room? 

^Other  consist  of  4.00  gas,  oil;  local  transportation;  total  includes  entertainment 
ejcpenditure  not  shown;  Hotel  rate  only  for  actual  guest. 
5(>ily  shows  ejqjenditxare  by  baseball  fans;  total  expenditure  divided  by  1,630,318  basebal 
paid  attendance  for  1975  to  find  per  capita  expenditure. 


Table  2 
(continued) 


Restaurant  Retail 

Hotel 

Other 

Total 

Seattle^ 

$6.00 

$6.15 

$0.33 

Baseball 

$4.80 

$6.42 

$0.31 

$32. 25"^ 

( Inflated) 

$6.57 

$8.80 

$0.42 

Football 

$6.07 

$5.41 

$0.29 

$27.51 

(Inflated) 

$8.  32 

$7.41 

$0.40 

Basketball 

$3.24 

$1.02 

$15.52 

NTES  (1977)8 

$15.31 

$7.82 

$3.60^ 

Inflated  to  1982  Dollars 

$2  5.00 

$12.77 

$5.88 

ERA  Plcuining  Estimate-1982 

$6.00           $3. 40^0 

$6.44 

Sfei^ted  averages  by  baseball  and  football  attendance  and  in  oounty  and  out  of  oounty 
attendance;  inflated  from  1979  to  1982  dollars, 
■ftiese  totals  include  ticket  and  ocncessions. 

%ational  Travel  Expenditiare  Siarvey,  1977  visits  to  friends  and  relatives. 
Called  incidentals, 
l^ao  includes  other  expenditures. 

Source:    Eoonoroics  Reseeurch  Associates 
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o        It  could  alert  to  the  City  to  be  wary  of  a  master 

tenant  who  depends  on  the  NOT  to  pay  the  lease  on  the 
stadium,  and 

o        The  economic  impacts  of  various  stadium  alternatives 
may  change  depending  on  NOT,  but  this  will  represent 
only  a  relatively  small  effect  in  the  overall  economic 
impacts . 

Therefore,  only  the  most  significant  factors  in  the  Giants' 
study  were  considered  for  change.     For  purposes  of  this 
analysis  the  following  changes  were  made  in  the  assumptions 
used  for  the  operations  projections  of  the  Giants'  study: 

1.  All  parking  revenues  are  excluded  for  a  downtown 
stadium. 

2.  The  inflation  factor  of  seven  percent  used  in  the 
Giants'   study  has  been  reduced  to  an  estimated  4.93 
percent,  based  upon  the  average  annual  inflation  rate 
in  the  past  40  years. 

3.  Admissions  tax  of  $0.50  per  ticket  is  assumed  on  all 
tickets . 

4.  The  stadium  operator  is  assumed  to  collect  an  average 
rent  of  25  percent  of  gross  concessions  sales  from  the 
Giants  as  well  the  49'ers. 

There  are  innumberable  other  factors  in  the  Giants'  study  which 
deserve  some  further  analysis  (such  as  the  estimated  $2  million 
per  year  in  advertising  revenue  going  to  the  stadium  operator) 
and  careful  monitoring  during  the  implementation  phases  of  this 
project.     However,   this  level  of  detailed  market  and  financial 
analysis  is  not  a  part  of  this  review  in  our  current 
assignment . 

Case  Studies 


To  evaluate  the  potential  for  induced  new  development 
surrounding  the  various  stadium  alternatives,  ERA  conducted  a 
detailed  evaluation  of  case  studies  in  other  cities.  Those 
cities  evaluated  included: 

o        Cinncinati:     Taft  Riverfront  Stadium 

o        Pittsburgh:     Three  River  Stadium 

o        New  Orleans:     The  Superdome 
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o        Minneapolis:     The  Humphrey  Metrodrome 
o        St.  Louis:     Busch  Memorial  Stadium 
o        Seattle:     The  Kingdome 
Other  Data  Sources 


In  addition  to  all  of  the  data  sources  described  above,  ERA 
reviewed  an  extensive  list  of  published  and  unpublished 
documents  including  the  following  major  sources: 

1.  BASSC,  Wage  and  Salary  Survey,  October,   1982;  Alameda, 
Contra  Costa,  Marin,   San  Francisco,   San  Mateo,  Santa 
Clara. 

2.  Consumer  Price  Index  -  San  Francisco,   Oakland,  1982; 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Division  of  Labor  Statistics  and  Research. 

3.  Comprehensive  Annual  Financial  Report,  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  California,  June,  1982. 

4.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,   Consolidated  Budget 
and  Annual  Appropriation  Ordinances,   Fiscal  Year 
ending  June  30,  1983. 

5.  Official  Statement  -  $18,095,000  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  various  purpose  General  Obligation 
Bonds . 

6.  Official  Statement  -  $11,470,000  Parking  Authority  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Franciscom,  Moscone  Center, 
Parking  Lease  Revenue  bonds. 

7.  Employment  and  Earnings,  November,   1982;  U.S., 
Department  of  Labor  Statistics. 

8.  Supplement  of  Employment  and  Earnings,  States  and 
Areas,   Data  for  1977-1981,  U.S.  Department  of  Labor 
Statistics,  September,   1982,  Bulletin  1370-16. 

9.  Cost/Benefit  Analysis  Mission  Park  Land  Use, 
Residential  and  Maritime  Development,  July  9,  1982, 
Revised  July  30,  1982, 

10.  Feasibility  Analysis  Terra  Bay  South  San  Francisco, 
California,  Economics  Research  Associates,  December 
1982. 

11.  Market  Analysis  Development  Potential  for  Southern 
Pacific  Property,  Brisbane,  California,  September, 
1981. 
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12.  The  Stadium  Industry,   Its  Economic  and  Related 
Impacts,   RERC  Corporation,  April  1978,   Prepared  for 
the  City  of  Minneapolis,  Stadium  Site  Task  Force. 

13.  Economic  and  Related  Impacts  of  the  Stadium 
Development  Alternatives  Facing  the  Twin  Cities 
Metropolitan  Area,   RERC,  April,   1978;  Prepared  for 
City  of  Minneaopils  Stadium  Site  Task  Force. 

14.  Bay  Area  Residents  Survey,   Economics  Research 
Associates,   August,  1982. 

15.  Industry  Wage  Survey:     Hotels,  Motels,  May  1978,  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  April,   1980,  Bulletin 
2055. 

16.  Dollars  and  Cents  of  Shopping  Centers,  1981. 

17.  Kingdome  Impact  Study,   June,  1979. 

18.  Impact  of  Baseball  on  the  Pittsburgh  Economy,  1977. 

19.  Regional  Impact  Analysis  Pittsburgh  Steelers, 
Department  of  City  Planinng,  July  16,  1982. 

20.  Economic  Impact  of  Riverfront  Stadium  on  the 
Cinncinati  Area,  Greater  Cinncinati  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  1970. 

21.  Sales  Management  Survey  of  Buying  Power,  1981-1982. 
C.  ALTERNATIVES 


It  is  important  to  note  that  the  alternatives  considered  from 
an  economic  impact  point  of  view  for  the  development  of  a 
Candlestick  stadium  include  alternative  uses  for  the  downtown 
site.     The  alternatives  considered  for  the  development  of  a 
Candlestick  stadium  are: 

1.  Only  a  domed  Candlestick  stadium. 

2.  Only  a  new  stadium  at  the  Candlestick  site. 

3.  A  combination  of  a  domed  stadium  at  Candlestick  and 


commercial  development  as  follows: 


1990 


1992 


1994 


Hotel  Rooms 


400 


Retail  (sq.  ft.) 
Office  (sq.   ft.  net) 
Dwelling  Units 


267,000 


50,000 


167 


267,000 


167 


267,000 


166 
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4.       Likely  development  plan  for  the  unused  downtown  site 
if  Candlestick  stadium  is  domed  is: 

1986  1988  1990 

Net  Office  sq.   ft.  667,000  667,000  667,000 

D.  ANALYSIS 


The  analysis  of  economic  impacts  of  Candlestick  is  divided  into 
five  major  headings  as  follows: 

1.  Impacts  Resulting  from  On-Site  Operations 

2.  Impacts  Resulting  from  Expenditures  in  the  Nearby  Area 

3.  Impacts  Resulting  from  Commercial  Development  on  the 
Candlestick  Site  with  a  Stadium 

4.  Impacts  Resulting  from  Development  of  the  Unused  Site 

5.  Induced  New  Development  from  Expenditures  in  the 
Nearby  Area. 

Impacts  from  On-Site  Operations  


The  economic  impacts  from  the  on-site  operations  of  a  domed 
Candlestick  are  presented  in  Tables  A-1  through  A-4.  First, 
attendance  at  the  events  at  a  domed  Candlestick  are  projected 
based  upon  the  Giants'   study.     Then  concessions  revenue  from 
these  attendees  is  estimated  and  sales  tax  and  admissions  tax 
revenues  are  calculated.     Finally  stadium  employees  and 
payrolls  are  presented  based  upon  the  Giants'   study.     Table  A-4 
then  summarizes  all  these  impacts  for  the  period  1987  through 
2007.     As  shown  in  Table  A-4  the  total  tax  revenues  and  NOI 
revenues  to  the  City  would  be  approximately  $6.1  million  in 
1987  increasing  to  $12.5  million  by  the  year  2007. 

Impacts  from  Expenditures  in  the  Nearby  Area  


Tables  B-1  thorugh  B-7  present  the  economic  impacts  which  will 
result  from  expenditures  off-site  by  attendees  at  a  domed 
stadium  at  Candlestick  Park.     First,  attendance  at  all  events 
is  estimated,   and  the  number  of  these  attendees  who  will  stay 
overnight  in  San  Francisco  is  presented.     Table  B-2  presents 
per  capita  expenditures  for  attendees  as  well  as  their  total 
expenditures.     However,   it  is  important  to  note  that  total 
expenditures  in  San  Francisco  are  expected  to  be  only 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  estimated  total  expenditures 
that  a  typical  stadium  attendee  would  make  in  the  vicinity  of  a 
central  downtown  stadium.     (As  presented  in  Table  2). 
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This  factor  of  40  percent  of  expenditures  in  San  Fransico  is  a 
judgment  of  the  consultants  and  is  based  upon  the  following 
considerations : 

1.  Candlestick  is  on  the  southern  boundary  of  San 
Francisco  and  approximately  50  percent  of  all 
attendees  at  stadium  events  live  south  of  San 
Francisco. 

2.  There  are  very  limited  opportunities  to  spend  money  in 
the  immediate  area  of  Candlestick  Park. 

3.  A  very  small  percent  of  attendees  at  Candlestick  Park 
currently  arrives  by  charter  bus,  and  this  limits  the 
opportunities  to  encourage  off-site  expenditures  at 
nearby  collection  points  where  buses  may  meet  groups 
of  attendees  both  before  and  after  events. 

Based  on  the  analysis  and  assumptions  discussed  above.  Table  B- 
3  presents  estimates  of  the  sales  tax  revenues  which  will  be 
generated  by  the  off-site  expenditures  of  attendees  at  a 
Candlestick  stadium. 

Table  B-6  shows  capitalized  values  of  net  rental  income  from 
the  major  recipients  of  off-site  projected  expenditures.  These 
capitalized  assessed  values  are  then  taxed  at  the  current 
property  tax  rate.     This  method  accounts  for  property  taxes 
which  will  result  from  all  off-site  expenditures.     Therefore  it 
is  not  necessary  to  estimate  "induced"  new  development  near  the 
stadium  for  purposes  of  calculating  tax  revenue  benefits. 
However,   in  a  subsequent  subsection  of  this  report,  the 
phenomenon  of  "induced"  new  development  is  discussed  further. 

Impacts  from  Commercial  Development  with  the  Stadium  

Tables  D-1  through  D-4  present  a  similar  analysis  for  an 
alternative  whereby  commercial  development  is  combined  with  a 
stadium  on  the  Candlestick  Park  site.     These  tables  present  the 
amount  of  development,   the  expenditures  which  would  be 
generated,   the  jobs  and  payrolls  which  would  result  and  an 
estimate  of  new  property  tax  revenues  for  the  commercial 
component  of  this  alternative. 

Impacts  from  Development  of  the  Unused  Site  


For  the  alternative  of  developing  a  stadium  on  Candlestick  Park 
(as  well  as  a  subsequent  analysis  of  a  new  domed  stadium)  some 
of  the  most  important  economic  benefits  will  be  those  derived 
from  the  use  of  the  alternative  site  which  is  not  used  for  a 
stadium.     Tables  C-1  through  C-3  present  an  analysis  of  the 
economic  impacts  from  developing  the  unused  site,   if  a  new  or 
domed  stadium  is  developed  at  Candlestick  Park.     Table  C-1 
first  estimates  the  amount  of  development  over  a  phased  period 
for  this  unused  site  (in  downtown)  then  estimates  its  property 
tax  revenue  based  upon  a  capitalization  of  the  lease 
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revenues.     Table  C-2  presents  an  estimate  of  total  employees 
generated  by  the  development  on  the  unused  site.     Table  C-3 
summarizes  the  property  tax  revenues  and  payroll  tax  revenues, 
as  well  as  jobs  and  payrolls,  which  will  be  generated  by 
commercial  development  on  the  unused  site  in  downtown. 

Induced  Development  


Induced  development  as  presented  in  this  analysis  is  not 
actually  an  additional  economic  impact.     All  of  the  economic 
impacts  which  will  result  from  expenditures  off-site  have 
already  been  accounted  for  in  the  previous  discussions.  For 
purposes  of  this  study  "induced"  new  development  simply 
represents  a  judgment  as  to  how  much  of  the  expenditures  which 
occur  off-site  will  require  new  development  to  accommodate 
these  expenditures.     This  is  a  very  difficult  and  judgmental 
question  to  answer.     In  order  to  provide  useful  information  on 
this  subject,   ERA  conducted  detailed  case  study  analyses  of 
other  cities.     This  information  is  summarized  below. 

Cincinnati;     Taft  kiverfront  Stadium  

In  1970  the  Cincinnati  Chamber  of  Commerce  reported  the  direct 
economic  impact  of  Riverfront  Stadium  exceeded  $20  million. 
Accounting  for  inflation  in  1982  this  figure  would  be  upwards 
of  $54  million.     Furthermore  this  impact  was  generated  solely 
by  the  Reds . 

Of  the  $20  million,    fans  spent  approximately  $8.5  million  on 
food,   $3  million  on  lodging,    $2  to  2.5  million  on 
transportation,   $1  million  on  amusement  and  recreation,  and 
$3.5  million  on  shopping  and  other  purchases. 

As  a  result  of  Riverfront  Stadium,   and  the  adjacent  Riverfront 
Coliseum,   the  Stouffer  Inn  in  Cincinnati  has  expanded,   as  has 
the  Hilton  Netherland  Inn.     Also,  a  Westin  International  Hotel, 
and  high-rise  budget  hotel,  which  is  next  to  the  Stadium,  are 
being  built.     VThile  this  spin-off  development  in  not  totally 
attributable  to  the  Stadium,   the  viability  of  these  hotels 
woould  be  doubtful  if  the  stadium  did  not  exist. 

Pittsburgh;     Three  Rivers  Stadium  

Expenditures  for  meals,   entertainment,  hotels,   and  parking  by 
Pittsburgh's  football  and  baseball  fans  were  $8,154,926  (1979 
dollars)  and  $6,448,795  (1981  dollars),   respectively.  Ticket 
and  concession  sales  accounted  for  an  additional  $4,961,348  by 
Pirates  fans,  and  $2,187,500  by  Steelers  fans.     Thus,  total 
direct  fan  expenditures  were  $13,116,326  by  Pirates  fans  and 
$11,834,795  by  Steelers  fans. 

Per  capita  expenditures  off-site  were  $5.00  on  food  and 
entertainment,   $0.79  in  hotels  and  $0.60  on  parking^.  This 


Adjust  Steeler  per  capita  expenditures  by  25  percent  for 
inflation. 
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assumes  total  annual  attendees  were  1,630,318  for  Pirates  games 
and  approximately  535,000  for  Steelers  games. 

Induced  or  spin-off  development  has  resulted  in  the  Stadium 
Hilton  being  built  adjacent  to  the  stadium.     Abbot  Dairy  has 
also  built  a  facility  since  the  stadium  was  constructed. 

New  Orleans:     The  Superdome  

When  at  full  operating  levels  the  Superdome  is  expected  to 
generate  S25  to  $27  million  in  direct  expenditures  ny  non- 
residents^ . 

Since  the  Superdome  began  construction  16  hotels,  or  7,222 
hotel  rooms  have  been  built.     While  not  all  of  these  are 
attributable  to  the  Superdome,   without  a  doubt  the  1,252-room 
Hyatt  Regency  and  the  176-room  Holiday  Inn  in  the  Superdome 
area  can  be. 

Office  and  hotel  spin-off  development  includes  the  Hyatt 
Regency's  two  level  retail  concourse  and  the  AMCO  Oil 
Building.      In  addition,   an  apartment  and  office  complex  are 
being  proposed. 

Minneapolis;     The  Hubert  Humphrey  Metrodrome  

Direct  expenditures  in  Minneapolis  are  expected  to  be  $16.8 
million  by  sports  fans  and  approximately  $30  million  ($27.2 
million  in  1977  dollars)  by  convention,   exhibition  and  special 
events  attendees.     The  convention,   exhibition  and  special  event 
attendees  spand  an  average  of  $96.00  per  event  as  sports  fans 
spend  an  average  $5.00  per  game — accounting  for  the  difference 
in  their  total  expenditure. 

Direct  expenditures  are  expected  to  support  the  development  of 
500  hotel  rooms,   54,000  square  feet  of  restaurant  space  and 
12,000  square  feet  of  retail  space.     Through  indirect 
expenditures,   35,000  square  feet  of  office  space  and  125  rental 
units  are  expected  to  be  built  by  1982. 

St.   Louis;     Busch  Memorial  Stadium  

Impacts  of  Busch  Memorial  Stadium  on  the  surrounding  area  is 
signi f icant . 3     The  area  originally  was  a  rundown  warehouse 
district.     Now  with  construction  of  Busch  Memorial  Stadium  four 
hotels,  which  have  250  to  400  rooms  each,   four  large  office 
buildings,   and  four  parking  garages  have  been  built. 

The  impact  of  the  Stadium  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  while  tax 


^Source:     Evaluation  of  Superdome  Operation;  Arthur  D.  Little 
Inc.  April  29,   1976/RERC  Minneapois  Report. 

^No  reports  of  the  direct  impacts  of  fan  expenditures  have  been 
done  for  St.  Louis. 
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breaks  were  given  to  these  properties  to  build  in  the 
surrounding  area,   tax  revenues  from  the  land  and  parking 
garages  have  exceeded  those  when  it  was  a  warehouse  district. 

Seattle:     The  Kingdome  

Total  direct  expenditures  in  1979  as  a  result  of  the  Kingdome 
were  $72  million.     This  includes  ticket  revenues  non-ticket 
revenues,   such  as  advertising  and  television  contracts,  and 
attendee  expenditures  on  travel,   concession,  hotels  and 
restaurants.  Of  the  total,   $27  million  was  new  spending  by 
attendees  from  out  of  the  county,  who  would  have  not  come 
otherwise,   and  in-county  residents,   who  would  have  spent  their 
money  out  of  county. 

Total  direct  expenditures  off-site   (hotel,  restaurants, 
entertainment,   and  retail),  by  all  attendees  of  football, 
baseball,   thrill  shows,   and  other  sports  and  consumer  shows  was 
$22,744,624.     This  figure  is  comparable  to  the  one  we  have 
derived  for  the  San  Francisco  Stadium  Study. 

Induced  development  such  as  hotels  and  office  space  can  only  be 
guessed.     There  are  two  noteworthy  quotes  reagarding  the  impact 
of  the  Kingdome  on  the , surrounding  real  estate:     "       there  has 
been  an  increase  in  new  business  in  the  area  and  a  decrease  in 
vacancies";     "the  affects  that  managers  perceived  were 
primarily  related  to  an  increase  in  property  taxes  and  rent 
which  they  attributed  to  the  Kingdome.     Based  on  their 
criteria,   the  Kingdome  has  affected  property  values  to  the 
extent  that  it  resulted  in  increased  income  to  the  area." 

Those  two  quotes  together  lead  us  to  believe  that  fan 
expenditures  have  induced  businesses  to  come  to  the  area,  thus 
raising  land  values  and  taxes.     This  led  to  actual  development 
once  the  vacancy  rate  declined  to  the  point  that  additional 
space  was  necessary. 

Summary  of  Case  Studies  

The  development  which  was  induced  m  downtown  areas  as  a  result 
of  stadium  construction  is  summarized  in  Table  4.     As  can  be 
seen  in  this  table  the  amount  of  new  physical  development  in 
proximity  to  new  downtown  stadiums  has  ranged  from  major 
redevelopment  (hotels,  office,  apartments)  in  New  Orleans  to 
limited  development  in  Pittsburgh. 

Estimating  the  amount  of  new  physical  development  near  a  major 
new  downtown  stadium  is  difficult.     This  is  so  because  of  the 
numerous  unique  factors  which  would  affect  this  development  in 
each  city.     However,   those  general  factors  which  are  most 
important  appear  to  be: 

o        the  availability  of  excess  vacant  land, 

o        the  central  location  of  the  stadium  within  the 
downtown  area. 
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o        the  attractiveness  of  a  downtown  area  and  the  tendency 
for  suburban  residents  to  spend  time  in  that  downtown 
area. 

o        The  willingness  of  the  city  to  take  an  active  role  to 
encourage  new  development  by  re-zoning,  density 
bonuses,   land  availability,  etc. 

o        The  design  of  the  stadium  to  allow  easy  access  by 

pedestrian  and  vehicles  into  nearby  commercial  areas. 

All  of  these  factors  tend  to  favor  new  induced  development 
around  a  downtown  stadium  within  San  Francisco.     However,  with 
the  Candlestick  alternatives,   the  maximum  potential  nearby  new 
development  will  be  less  than  for  the  downtown  alternative  by 
approximately  40  percent  due  to  the  lower  capture  rate  by  San 
Francisco  of  off-site  expenditures. 

Furthermore  the  area  around  Candlestick  is  not  an  area  where 
visitors  normally  spend  money.     With  the  domed  Candlestick  plus 
development  alternatives,   this  could  be  somewhat  altered,  but 
the  benefits  of  this  new  development  have  already  been 
accounted  for. 

Summary  of  Economic  Impacts  from  Development  of  a  Stadium  at 

Candlestick  Park  Site  

All  of  the  economic  impacts  discussed  above  are  summarized  in 
Table  5.     This  table  focuses  upon  the  year  1994  in  evaluating 
impacts.     In  the  comparative  analysis  presented  later  in  this 
report  the  economic  impacts  from  developing  a  stadium  at 
Candlestick  are  evaluated  year  by  year  in  terms  of  their  net 
present  value.     As  can  be  seen  in  Table  5,   and  as  would  be 
expected,   a  stadium  plus  development  at  Candlestick  has  more 
economic  benefits  than  just  a  stadium  at  the  site. 
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Table  5 


SUMMARY  OF  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 
FROM  A  STADIUM  AT  CANDLESTICK  SITE 
(Millions  of  $  -  1994) 


Direct 

A.  From  Stadium  Operations 

Taxes  (payrolls;  concessions) 
NOI 

Admissions  Tax 

Total  City  Revenues 
Expenditures 
Jobs   ( FTE ) 
Payrolls 

B.  In  Nearby  Area 
Taxes 

Expenditures 
Jobs  (FTE) 
Payrol Is 

Total  for  San  Francisco 

Taxes 
NOI 

Expenditures 
Jobs  (FTE) 
Payrolls 

Indi  rect 


Stadium 
Only 


$.200 
$5,730 
$1,510 
$7,440 
$16,252 

50 
S2.453 


C.  At  Unused  Site 
Taxes^ 

Expenditures 
Jobs  (FTE) 
Payrolls 

D.  Development  On-site 
Taxesl 

Expenditures 
Jobs  (FTE) 
Payrolls 

Total  for  San  Francisco  -  1994 

Revenues  to  City 
Expenditures 
Job  (FTE) 
Payrolls 


residents . 

N.A.  means  not  applicable. 

Source:     Economics  Researsch  Associates 


Stadium  plus 
Development 


$.200 
5.730 
SI. 510 
$7,440 
$16,252 
50 
$2,453 


$1,513 

$1. 513 

$26,484 

$26,484 

817 

817 

$7. 565 

$7. 565 

$3,223 

$3,223 

$5,730 

$5,730 

$42,736 

$42,736 

867 

867 

$10,018 

$10,018 

S15.420 

$15,420 

0 

0 

8,000 

8,000 

$407,481 

$407,481 

N.A. 

$8. 307 

N.A. 

$6,426 

N.A. 

4074 

N.A. 

$148,036 

$15,420 

$23,727 

0 

$6,426 

8,  699 

12, 773 

$407,481 

$555,517 

San  Francisco  by 

on-site 
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6.  FINANCING 


A.  SCOPE 

The  scope  of  this  task  is  to  analyze  alternative  methods  of 
financing  and  to  develop  a  comparison  of  the  relarive  costs 
and  benefits  of  each  and  the  risks  and  financial  exposure  of 
the  City  attributable  to  them. 


B.  DATA 

The  cost  data  used  in  the  analysis  was  provided  by  Barton- 
Malow  and  Williams  and  Burrows,   Inc.,   as  verified  and  esca- 
lated by  Lee  Saylor,   Inc.     Alternative  methods  of  financing 
have  been  selected  from  among  those  used  by  San  Francisco  in 
the  past  and  those  utilized  by  political  subdivisions  through- 
out the  country  or  suggested  by  investment  banking  firm.s  as 
being  in  compliance  v;ith  existing  Internal  Revenue  Service 
regulations  and  rulings  and  appropriate  under  the  circumstances 
Included  in  the  latter  category  are  reports  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Giants  as  indicated  below: 


Reports: 

1 .  Analysis  of  Financing  Methods  for  San  Francisco  Sports 
S tadiunn   Salomon  Bronners,    Inc       July  1982 

2 .  San  Francisco  Giants  Financial  Analysis  for  Proposed 
Stadium .   Smith,   Barney,   Harris,   Upham  and  Co.,  Incor- 
porated,  February  25,' 1983    (Revised  March  23,  1983). 

3.  San  Francisco  Stadium^  Project.     Kidder,  Peabody  &  Co., 
Incorporated,   April  16,  1983. 

4.  Letter  from  Merrill  Lynch  Leasing,   Inc.  on  proposed 
lease  financing  for  a  new  Sports  Stadium  in  San  Fran- 
cisco,  April  29,,  1983. 

5.  ..."proposed  financing  of  a  new  sports  complex  or  the 
dom.ing  of  Candlestick  Park".     A  proposal  from  Shearson/ 
American  Express,    Inc.,   May  3,  1983. 


Interviews : 

1.     Gordon  Swanson,  Vice  President,   Eastdil  Realty,  May  1933 
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ALTER[]ATIVES 


Five  financing  alternatives  have  been  analyzed  as  affording 
the  opportunity  to  implement,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  de- 
cision" bv  the  City  to  refurbish  Candlestick  Park.  These  al- 
ternatives include  traditional  techniques  which  usually  pro- 
vide 100%  tax-exempt  debt  financing  as  well  as  more  esoteric 
forms  which  involve  private  sector  participation.  These  al- 
ternatives are  described  below. 


Alternative  1:     Lease  Revenue  Bonds 


I 


This  financing  technique  was  used  for  Candlestick  Park 
(through  San  Francisco  Stadium,   Inc.)    and  for  the  Moscone 
Convention  Center    (through  the  Redevelopment  Agency) .  This 
type  of  financing  must  be  approved  by  a  majority  of  the 
voters  under  the  Charter.     Bonds  would  be  issued  by  the  Re- 
develcpm.ent  Agency  or  a  non-profit  corporation.     Debt  ser- 
vice for  -he  bonds  ^vould  be  lease  payments  by  the  City  from, 
its  General  Fund.     Bond  proceeds  v.-ould  be  used  to  finance 
debt  service  during  construcrion. 

Alternative  2:     Private  Secror  Ov.'nership 

Under  this  alternative  a  major  corporation  would  own  and 
operate  the  sradium..     The  City  would  issue  lease  revenue 
bonds  to  provide  for  the  project  cosrs,   but  the  owner  would 
be  primarily  responsible   for  payment  of  bond  debt  service. 
It  m.ay  even  be  possible  to  arrange  the  transaction  so  that 
the  owner  would  not  only  contribute  equity  toward  the  pro- 
ject cost  but  would  be  exclusively  responsible  for  debt 
service  and  the  City  would  have  no  liability  for  the  bonds. 
The  owner  v/ould  receive  the  tax  benefits  of  ownership  (de- 
preciation,   interest  deduction  and  investment  credit),  as 
well  as  the  public  relations  value  of  ownership,   and  as 
ov;ner  would  receive  any  operating  profits  from  the  stadium. 
The  City  v;ould  hold  an  option  to  purchase  the  stadium  for  a 
nominal  sum.  at  a  distant  dare.     This  type  of  financing  must 
be  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  voters  under  the  Charter. 

Conventional  mortgage  financing  would  also  be  available  to 
the  private  secror  owner  but  would  cost  more  than  the  use 
of  lease  revenue  or  industrial  develooment  bonds.  i 


Alternative   3:     3a le- Lea seback  Financing  • 

This  technique  involves  the  sale  or  transfer  of  tax  benefit 
(depreciation  and   interesr)  ,  -.vhich  cannot  be  used  by  the 
City,   to  rhe  private  sector  which  can  use  such  benefits  to 
shelter  income.     The  City  would  operate  the  stadium  under 
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this  alternarive .  -  This  type  of  financing  must  be  approved 
by  a  TP.ajority  of  the  voters  under  the  Charter. 

The  City  would  purchase  the  facility  at  expiration  of  the 
lease  term  at  its  then  fair  market  value. 

T.he  sale-leaseback  alternative  is  a  highly  complex  and 
technical  undertaking  involving  substantial  tax  and  secu- 
rities laws  questions.     This  is  a  rapidly  evolving  area 
and  tax  laws,  'Internal  Revenue  Service  rulings  or  govern- 
ing case  law  could  be  changed  at  any  time  and  preclude  con- 
summarion  of  such  a  transaction. 

The  City's  participation  in  a  financing  of  this  type  would 
typically  involve  issuance  of  tax-exempt  bonds,   such  as 
lease  revenue  bonds  described  earlier,   in  such  an  amount 
as  v;ould,    together  with  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the 
tax  benefits,   equal  construction  and  financing  costs.  The 
sale  of  tax  benefits,   often  called  the  equity  contribution, 
can  be  expected  to  reduce  project  costs  by  approximately 
20%  or  so,  depending  upon  the  structure. 


Alternative  4:     Community  Facilities  District  Financing 

With  passage  of  Proposition  13,   the  authorization  of  new 
general  obligation  bonds  has  effectively  been  precluded. 
However,   recent  leg j.slation ,   the  Mello-Roos  Community  Facil- 
ities Act  of  1982    (Section  5311  et.   seq.   of  the  Government 
Code) ,   seemingly  would  permit  financing  of  Candlestick  Park 
improvements  with  bonds  payable  from  a  special  tax  imposed  on 
other  than  an  ad  valorem  basis  if  approved  by  two-thirds  of 
the  voters  within  the  confines  of  the  Community  Facilities 
District. 

Alternative  5:     Tax  Allocation  Bonds 

If  the  site  of  Candlestick  Park  were  to  be  annexed  to  an 
existing  redevelopment  project  or  lie  within  an  area  to 
be  so  designated,   tax  allocation  bonds  could  be  issued  to  pay 
all  or  a  portion  of  financing  costs.     Such  bonds,   used  by  the 
City  to  finance  the  Davis  Street  BART  Station,   are  payable 
from  taxes  collected  upon  the  increase  in  assessed  valuation 
within  the  redevelopment  project  area  over  the  base  year  as- 
sessed valuation  of  the  project  area  which  is  determined  upon 
creation  of  the  project. 
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D.  ANALYSIS 


The  financing  of  improvements  to  Candlestick  Park  by  either 
the  City  or  the  private  sector  will  depend  in  large  measure 
upon  the  benefits  perceived  to  be  derived  from  such  activity. 
If  projected  revenues  are  adequate  to  meet  operating  expenses, 
financing  costs  and  provide  a  return  on  investment,  both  the 
City  and  the  private  sector  probably  would  willingly  parti- 
cipate in  the  ownership  role. 

A  stadium,    looked  upon  from  the  standpoint  of  a  free-stand- 
ing projecr,   usually  does  not  produce  sufficient  revenues 
from  renrals,    ticket  surcharges  and  concession  income  to  be 
self-supporting.     Only  when  indirect  revenues  such  as  hotel 
taxes,   sales  taxes,   parking  fees  and  property  taxes  from,  in- 
duced development  are  included  do  most  stadiums  appear  self- 
supporting  . 

Accordingly,    the  use  of  conventional  revenue  bonds,   such  as 
these  issued  by  the  City  to  finance  expansion  at  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport,   is  not  feasible  because  revenues 
from  the  stadium  do  not  appear  adequate  to  cover  debt  service. 

Lease  revenue  bonds  commit  moneys   in  the  City's  General  Fund 
to  cover  the  shortfall  in  revenues.     Alternatively,  private 
sector  ownership  and  sale-leaseback  financing  utilise  pri- 
vate sector  capital  and  federal  tax  benefits  to  cover  the 
projected  shortfall  in  revenues.     Tax  allocation  bonds  commit 
increases  in  property  taxes  to  cover  the  shortfall  while  a 
Community  Facilities  District  issue  would  use  a  special  tax 
for  this  purpose. 

The  sale  or  lease  of  luxury  boxes  may  further  reduce  construc- 
tion costs.      This  technique  has  been  employed  elsewhere  with 
success.     The  details  of  such  a  plan,   whether  it  be  to  lease 
or  to  condominiumize  the  boxes,  would  have  to  be  worked  out 
with  the  principal  tenants  since  ticket  or  admission  charges 
presumably  v;ould  be'  in  addition  to  the  box  cost.     Because  of 
the  limited  num^ber  of  boxes  suitable  for  such  treatment,  the 
sale  or  lease  thereof  v;ould  not  of  itself  dictate  the  financing 
alternative  to  be  utilized.     Rather,   any  decision  to  pursue 
this  technique  would  probably  be  com.patible  with  any  of  the 
financing  techniques  available.     Similarly,   the  sale  of  debt  ob- 
ligations coupled  with  an  option  to  acquire  season  tickets  for 
athletic  events  may  help  to  reduce   financing  costs  but  cannot  be 
expected  to  produce  adequate  funds  to  supplant  other  alternative: 

Although  it  m.ight  be  difficult  to  obtain  a  favorable  t'.vo-thirds 
vote  on   issuance  of  bonds  supported  by  a  special  tax  in  order 
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to  expand  Candlestick  Park,   the  Community  Facilities  District 
Act  affords  an  opportunity  to  raise  funds  with  a  broader  base 
than  just  the  direct  and  indirect  revenues  from  Candlestick 
Park  presently  available  to  the  City.     Depending  upon  the  geo- 
graphical limits  of  -the  District  and  the  basis  for  imposition 
of  the  special  tax,   significant  relief  could  be  provided  to  the 
City's  General  Fund. 

The  use  of  tax  allocation  bonds  to  finance  public  improvements 
within  California  has  been  widely  accepted  for  many  years.  Its 
application,  however,   is  limited  to  those  redevelopment  project 
areas  where  substantial  private  sector  development  has  occurred 
or  is  occurring  causing  increases  in  assessed  valuation  suffi- 
cient to  produce  tax  revenues  in  amounts  capable  of  servicing 
the  indebtedness  incurred.     In  the  case  of  Candlestick  Park, 
it  is  doubtful  that  the  entire  financing  requirements  of  the 
proposed  improvements  could  be  raised  in  this  manner,  but 
should  Candlestick  Park  be  included  within  a  redevelopment  pro- 
ject area,   this  financing  technique  affords  the  opportunity  to 
raise  funds  payable  from  property  taxes  collected  upon  any  in- 
crease in  assessed  valuation  within  the  redevelopment  project 
area.     Through  a  reimbursement  agreement  between  the  City  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency,   such  tax  revenues  might  also  be  used 
to  reimburse  the  City  for  any  lease  rental  payments  made  to 
support  lease  revenue  bonds  issued  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  Candlestick  Park  improvements. 

Total  financing  costs  for  each  of  the  alternatives  involving 
City  participation  include  estimated  design  and  administration 
costs  at  15%  of  construction  expense,  construction,   costs  of 
bond  issuance,   funded  interest  during  the  construction  period 
and  establishment  of  a  reserve  for  debt  service  as  appropriate, 
and  provision  for  a  discount  bid  or  debt  service  insurance  as 
indicated.     The  period  for  which  interest  is  funded  is  depend- 
ent upon  the  tim£  frame  from  commencement  of  construction  to 
completion  thereof.     Alternative  construction  schedules  have 
been  provided  involving  the  design/bid/build  process  and  a 
phased  design/bid/build  scenario.     The  latter  should  result  in 
a  completed  facility  considerably  sooner  than  the  more  conven- 
tional design/bid/build  process  but  poses  more  difficult  finan- 
cing considerations  such  as  the  imposition  of ' liquidated  damages 
for  failure  to  complete  in  a  timely  manner,  provision  of  labor 
and  material  and  performance  bonds  and  certainty  as  to  costs 
at  the  time  the  bond  issue  is  sized. 

The  Task  Force  Team  has  studied  several  design  alternatives 
for  improvements  to  Candlestick  Park  and  the  cost  of  Schemes  7 
and  8,  which  are  identical,   have  been  selected  to  illustrate 
the  probable  costs  for  the  financing  methods  described  above. 
The  estimated  construction  cost  of  $56.1  million  has  been  esca- 
lated 5.3%  to  a  June  1984  figure  resulting  in  an  estimated  con- 
struction cost  of  $59.0  million.     Shown  in  the  table  following 
are  the  estimated  bond  issue  sizes  required  to  finance  this  cost 
assuming  a  9.5%  borrowing  rate  for  25-year   lease  revenue  bonds 
and  a  9%  rate  for  a  Community  Facilities  District  offering. 
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Interest  is  funded  for  a  period  of  36  months  for  the  lease 
revenue  bond  issue  on  the  assumption  that  bonds  v/ould  not  be 
sold  until  either  the  fixed  cost  or  maximum  cost  of  construct- 
ion is  determined   (either  15  months  or  5  months  from  the  order 
to  proceed  depending  upon  whether  the  design/bid/build  or  the 
phased  design/bid/build  process  is  utilized) .     A  debt  service 
reserve  equal  to  maximum  annual  debt  service  is  also  provided. 
Because  the  City  cannot  legally  commence  rental  payments  until 
the  improvements  are  substantially  completed  and  it  has  the 
beneficial  use  of  them,   it  is  necessary  to  fund  interest  during 
the  construction  period  for  lease  revenue  bonds.     For  the  Com- 
munity Facilities  District  issue,  however,   the  special  tax  could 
be  imposed  immediately  so  only  a  reserve  fund  is  provided  to 
cover  cash  flow  concerns.     Recent  Internal  Revenue  Service  letter 
rulings     require  that  investment  income  during  the  construction 
period  be  taken  into  account  in  sizing  the  respective  bond  is- 
sues.    This  has  been  done  at  rates  varying  from  8%  to  10.5% 
depending  upon  the  particular  funds  invested.     In  the  absence 
of  tax  revenues  adequate  to  support  a  tax  allocation  bond  issue 
for  the  cost  of  Candlestick  Park  Improvements,   no  issue  size 
has  been  calculated  for  this  financing  method. 

(in  thousands) 

Lease  Community 
Revenue  Sale-  Facilities 

Item  Bonds  Leaseback  District 


Construction  cost 

$59 , 000 

$59 , 000 

$59,000 

Design  &  administration 

8  ,850 

8,850 

3,850 

Sub-total 

$67 ,850 

$67 , 850 

$67,850 

Less  : 

Investment  income 

14 , 658 

11, 731 

10,146 

Equity  contribution (20%) 

13 , 570 

Sub-total 

$53 , 192 

$42, 549 

$57,704 

Funded  interest    (3  years) 

26,334 

21 ,  090 

Bond  reserve  fund 

9  ,794 

7  ,844 

6,790 

Discount/issuance  (3%) 

2,772 

2,220 

2,001 

Issuance  expense 

250 

250 

200 

Bond  issue  size 

$92,400 

$74  ,  000 

$86,700 

(rounded) 


The  annual  debt  service  requirements  for  each  issue  are  the 
same  as  the  am.ount  of  the  bond  reserve  fund  deposit. 

For  the  25-year  period  of  debt  service  payments,   the  City's 
aggregate  obligation  for  each  of  these  alternatives  is  cal- 
culated to  be  as  follows,   assuming  application  of  the  reserve 
fund  to  the  final  payment: 
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Lease  Revenue  Bonds 
Sale- Leaseback 

Community  Facilities  District 


$235,056,000 
$188,256,000 
$162,960,000 


Any  financing  of  additional  improvements  to  Candlestick  Park 
is  assumed  to  be  able  to  comply  with  existing  restrictions 
and  covenants  made  for  the  protection  of  present  holders  of 
San  Francisco  Stadium,    Inc.   bonds    (a  lease  obligation  of  the 
City)   and  no  refunding  or  refinancing  of  such  indebtedness  is 
contemplated  in  the  examples  given. 


The  relative  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  financing  al- 
ternatives are  summarized  in  the  comparisons  which  follow: 


Advantages 
1.     Lease  Revenue  Bonds 


Disadvantages 


A.  Require  only  a  simple 
majority  vote  of  the 
electorate 

B.  Can  be  additional  bonds 
to  existing  San  Francisco 
Stadium,   Inc.   financing,  re- 
ducing time  and  complexities 
of  issuance 


A.  Must  fund  interest  dur- 
ing construction,  increas- 
ing issue  size 

B.  May  pose  Proposition 
4  appropriations  limit 
problem 

C.  City  is  solely  at  risk 
for  debt  service 


2.     Private  Sector  Ownership 

A.  Requires  only  a  simple 
majority  of  the  electorate 

B.  Affords  reduction  and 
possible  elimination  of 
financial  exposure  of  the 
City 


D.     Should  have  construction 
bids  in  hand  to  size  issue, 
determine  rent 


B.  Private  owners  may  be 
difficult  to  locate 
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ack  Financing 


Disadvantaaes 


A.       Reauires  only  a  simple 
maicrity  vore  of  the 
elecTioraTie 

5.       Affords  soine  reduction 
in  financial  exposure  of  the 
Citv  because  of  equity  con- 
tributions 


A.     Complex  tax  and  legal 
process 

B-  Lower  than  usual  assur-  ' 
ance  of  success  1 


CcTmunity  Facilities  District 

A.  Least  costly  method 

B.  Broadens  base  of  revenue 
suocor t 


Tax  Allocation  Bonds 


A.     No  vote  required,  only 
Board  of  Supervisors/Redevel- 
op-ent  Agency  approval 


A.  Requires  two-thirds  vote 
of  District  electorate 

B.  May  require  court  valida- 
tion action  because  of  new- 
ness of  statute 


A.     Needs  substantial  private 
sector  investment  to  produce 
requisite  increase  in  as- 
sessed valuation 
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7.  PUBLIC  OPINION 


A.  SCOPE  

Included  in  this  study  is  the  identification  of  the  questions, 
concerns,   doubts  and  potential  support  and/or  opposition  to  the 
doming  and  revi talization  of  Candlestick  Park,   or  to  alternate 
land  use  schemes  for  the  site,    should  a  new  stadium  be  built 
downtown. 

The  methods  used  to  collect  this  information  were  secondary 
data  analysis  and  interview  methods.     Secondary  data  analysis 
includes  the  analysis  of  existing  studies,   press  clippings  and 
letters  to  concerned  parties  or  individuals.      Interviews  with 
community  leaders  were  conducted  to  complete  a  profile  of 
public  attitudes  toward  the  proposed  project.     This  mix  of 
qualitative  and  quantitative  data  does  not  represent  the  same 
kind  of  results  which  would  be  obtained  by  a  public  opinion 
survey,   but  allows  us  to  identify  attitudes,   values  and 
perceptions  of  a  variety  of  publics.     This  information  should 
provide  the  City  with  an  insight  into  the  opinions  of  key 
community  leaders  and  organizations. 


B.  DATA  

COMMUNITY  LEADERS 

Through  response  from  requests  made  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,   a  review  of  past  City  files  on  Candlestick  Park 
and  analysis  of  newspaper  articles,    13  community  leaders  or 
organizations  in  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  and  Visitacion 
Valley  neighborhoods  were  identified  as  being  vocal, 
influential  and  concerned  about  the  impact  of  the  stadium  on 
their  neighborhood.     All  were  contacted  and  offered  the 
opportunity  to  provide  input  to  the  study.     Seven  of  the  13 
responded  and  were  interviewed. 

Mr.   Edwin  J.   Terry  Joyce  Hall 

Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Visitacion  Valley 

Jamestown  Avenue  Improvement  Association 
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Fr.  Benvenito  Bravero 

St.   Paul  of  the  Shipwreck 

Church 

Julie  Cavanaugh 

Visitacion  Valley  Community 

Center 

Harold  Madison 
Shafter  Avenue  Club 


Henry  Shindell 
Visitacion  Valley 
Improvement  Association 

Shirley  Jones 
Bayview-Hunters  Point 
Coordinating  Council 


In  the  interviews  the  respondents  were  asked  for  comments  in 
three  broad  areas: 

1.  What  do  you  perceive  to  be  the  current  problems 
associated  with  Candlestick  Park? 

2.  What  do  you  perceive  the  community's  attitude 
would  be  toward  the  doming  and  upgrading  of 
Candlestick  Park? 

3.  What  alternate  uses  of  the  Candlestick  Park  site 
do  you  think  would  benefit  the  neighborhood,  and 
receive  community  support? 


Current  Problems 

Responses  to  question  one  fell  into  seven  broad  categories. 
The  problems  most  frequently  mentioned  are  listed  below  in 
order  of  perceived  importance. 

o  Traffic/Transit/Parking 

o  Littering/Destructiveness/Di srespect  and  abuse  to  the 
neighborhood  and  residents  on  the  part  of  sports  fans 

o  Negative  impact  on  local  businesses 

o  Crime 

o  Failure  by  the  Giant's  organization  to  respond  to  the 
neighborhood's  problems 

o  City's  neglect  of  the  facility 

o  Stadium  has  encouraged  deterioration  of  neighborhood 
and  property  values. 

The  last  four  received  equal  mention. 

By  a  large  margin,  the  impact  of  Candlestick  Park  which  most 
concerns  these  community  leaders  is  that  of  Traffic/Transit/ 
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Parking.     When  mentioned,    it  was  always  prefaced  as  being  the 
"Number  1",    "major",   or  "only  problem".     This  category  includes 
mentions  of  traffic  created  safety  hazards;   blocking  of 
emergency  access  routes;    limited  access  to  private  homes; 
elimination  of  street  parking;   noise  and  air  pollution  caused 
by  cars  and  buses;   need  to  plan  or  rearrange  community  and 
church  activities  around  game  schedules;   and  the  basic 
violation  of  homeowner  rights.     More  than  one  respondent 
mentioned  the  feeling  that  neighborhood  residents  are 
"hostages"  during  game  times. 

The  category  of  next  concern  for  neighborhood  residents  is  fan 
behavior.     A  common  mention  is  that  fans  treat  the  neighborhood 
as  if  it  was  an  adjunct  to  the  park  itself.     This  category 
includes  mentions  of  littering;   the  City's  failure  to  provide 
post-game  cleanup  of  the  neighborhood,   verbal  abuse  and 
harassment  of  residents  by  drunken  fans  and  tailgate  parties  on 
private  property.     When  mentioned,    respondents  were  evenly 
divided  as  to  whether  baseball  or  football  fans  were  "rowdier". 

Some  respondents  specifically  mentioned  that  the  park  had  a 
negative  impact  on  local  business.     However  other  respondents 
mentioned  that  the  impact  on  local  business  was  negligible 
since  the  neighborhood  has  little  service  oriented  business 
that  fans  might  patronize.     The  negative  impact  mentioned  was 
that  due  to  heavy  traffic,    residents  did  not  patronize  local 
business,    thus  causing  losses  during  game  times.  One 
respondent  mentioned  that  the  local  neighborhood  businesses 
could  do  more  to  promote  patroni zati on  by  fans. 

Receiving  one  mention  each  were  Crime;   the  Giant's  organization 
failure  to  respond  to  stadium  related  problems;   the  City's 
neglect  of  the  facility  and  the  perception  that  the  stadium  has 
contributed  to  the  deterioration  of  the  neighborhood  property 
values . 


Improve  Candlestick  Park 

Responses  to  question  number  two  were  all  similar.     All  seven 
respondents  believe  that  before  any  improvements  are  made  to 
the  park  itself  the  Traffic/Transit/Parking  problem  must  be 
solved.     All  of  the  respondents  were  familiar  with  the  City's 
1981  "Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access".     One  respondent  said 
the  City  had  made  some  improvements  since  that  time,   the  others 
felt  that  nothing  had  been  done  to  solve  the  problem.     Two  of 
the  respondents  would  oppose  doming  or  any  other  improvements 
to  the  park  unless  all  game  or  event  traffic  were  removed  from 
residential  streets.     One  respondent  was  also  opposed  to 
improvements  if  it  would  mean  continuous  or  near  daily  use  of 
the  facility  for  events  such  as  rock  concerts  which  could  bring 
an  "unknown,   potentially  harmful"  element  to  the  community. 
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The  other  5  respondents  all  felt  that  solving  the  Traffic/ 
Transit/Parking  problem  and  making  improvements  to  the  Stadium, 
including  a  dome,   would  not  only  answer  the  City's  concerns 
about  a  stadium  but  would  make  the  park  an  asset  to  the 
community.     This  sentiment  was  often  mentioned  in  conjunction 
with  current  attempts  at  revi talization  of  the  neighborhood 
including  Executive  Park,    a  proposed  Southern  Pacific 
Development  and  the  Stadium's  proximity  to  Candlestick  State 
Park. 

The  respondents  felt  that  once  existing  problems  were  solved, 
their  community  would  best  be  served  by  doming  and  upgrading 
the  facility. 


Alternate  Uses 

Responses  to  alternative  land  use  of  the  Candlestick  Park  site 
were  varied,   but  had  "people  oriented"  uses  as  a  commonality. 
With  the  exception  of  one  respondent,    all  felt  that  the 
addition  of  housing  and  businesses  would  benefit  the  community. 
One  respondent  had  no  definite  thoughts  about  an  alternate  use, 
but  felt  that  the  area  had  enough  homes  and  that  developments 
such  as  Executive  Park  supplied  adequate  business  expansion  -- 
the  respondent  was  especially  opposed  to  the  addition  of  low 
income  housing. 

The  desired  residential  alternative  is  a  mix  of  low  and 
moderate  income  housing;   apartment  units  for  singles, 
affordable  family  homes  which  could  be  purchased  and  separate 
senior  housing.     Many  respondents  mentioned  a  definite 
opposition  to  luxury  condominiums  on  the  site.     The  key  word  on 
housing  was  "affordable". 

The  business  alternative  most  mentioned  was  "service"  oriented 
businesses.     All  respondents  mentioned  that  the  area  has  a 
definite  lack  of  retail   shops,    restaurants  and  major  grocery 
stores.      It  was  felt  that  in  addition  to  bringing  these 
services  to  the  neighborhood,   these  businesses  would  also  be 
providing  a  source  of  employment  for  residents.     One  respondent 
was  opposed  to  any  type  of  business  on  the  site.      "Why  not  put 
people  next  to  the  Park  (Candlestick  State  Park)  where  they  can 
enjoy  it   ...   not  businesses."     The  other  respondents  would  like 
a  mix  of  housing  and  service-oriented  businesses.  One 
respondent  mentioned  that  industry  should  be  kept  on  Carroll  j 
Avenue,    and  another  felt  that  office  buildings  or  high-tech 
industry  would  not  provide  any  jobs  to  the  community. 

Two  respondents  felt  that  in  addition  to  the  State  Park, 
"healthy"  recreation  for  the  neighborhood  children  would  be 
welcome,   e.g.,   a  roller  skating  rink.     Video  game  arcades  would 
not  be  welcomed. 
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Again,    all  respondents  felt  that  no  alternate  uses  would  be 
appropriate  for  the  site  unless  the  access  problems  are  solved. 
One  respondent  leads  a  group  which  is  currently  seeking  to 
raise  funds  and  support  to  halt  the  use  of  the  Park  for  any 
event,    including  baseball  and  football,   until  existing  problems 
are  solved. 

Other  opinions  expressed  on  alternate  land  uses  included  a 
concern  that  the  site  has  geological  problems  which  need  to  be 
considered  given  that  a  majority  of  the  parking  lot  has  been 
under  water  during  recent  rains. 

A  very  strong  opinion  universally  expressed  was  that  whatever 
is  decided  ...to  build  a  new  stadium,   upgrade  Candlestick  Park, 
or  an  alternate  use  of  the  Park  site   ..."  there  must  be 
community  input,    ...     The  City  should  gather  direct  input  from 
the  grass-roots  community  . . .     the  people  who  will  be  directly 
affected  by  any  project". 


SECONDARY  DATA 

In  addition  to  elite  interviews,   we  also  analyzed  secondary 
data  such  as  the  "1981  Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access" 
prepared  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco;    "The  Future  of 
Candlestick  Park,   March  1982",   prepared  by  the  San  Francisco 
Giants,    an  August  1982  public  opinion  analysis  by  BBW  Research 
for  SPUR,   correspondence  to  the  Giants,   press  clippings  and 
City  files. 


1981  Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access 

The  "1981  Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access"  was  instigated  by 
protest  from  several  Bayview-Hunter ' s  Point  community  groups 
including  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Jamestown  Avenue,  the 
Bayview-Candlestick  Park  Citizens  Action  League  and  the  parish 
members  of  St.   Paul  of  the  Shipwreck  Church.     Following  are 
excerpts  from  petitions  and  letters  to  the  City  which  prompted 
the  study. 

"The  flow  of  traffic  is  such  that. people  coming  to,  and/or 
leaving  from  the  church  are  unable  to  get  in  or  out  when  there 
is  traffic,    and,    are  unable  to  park  on  Jamestown  Avenue.  It 
has  been  a  very  dangerous  situation." 

"The  church  and  the  people  have  suffered  from  the  inconvenience 
of  attending  Saturday  evening  or  Sunday  morning  services  due  to 
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the  traffic  situation.  In  the  event  of  an  emergency,  it  is 
impossible  to  come  or  go.". 

Petition,   October  28,  1980 
Parish  of  St.   Paul  of  the 
Shipwreck  Church 


"We,   the  undersigned  residents  of  Jamestown  Avenue,   wish  to 
make  our  voices  heard  in  our  collective  desire  to  remove  pre 
and  post  game  traffic  from  our  street.     The  noise,  the 
pollution,    and  the  inconvenience  are  major  irritants  to  be 
sure.     Our  comings  and  goings  as  well  as  those  of  our  families 
and  friends  are  dictated  by  the  scheduled  sports  season.  On 
game  days,    resident  parking  is  impossible  as  thousands  of  cars 
pass  by  our  homes  honking  their  horns,    revving  their  engines, 
polluting  our  air,    and  throwing  their  debris  into  our  yards. 
This  we  might  learn  to  live  with,   but  the  threat  to  our  safety 
is  intolerable.     We  are  heartsick  and  tired  of  picking  up  our 
dead  animals  off  our  street.     We  are  alarmed  at  the  disastrous 
outcome  should  a  fire  break  out  or  a  medical  emergency  occur  on 
our  street  during  this  traffic,   making  prompt  access 
impossible.     We  therefore  demand  an  immediate  review  in 
pursuance  of  alternate  access  routes  to  Candlestick  Park, 
routes  that  will  not  put  the  health,    safety,    and  peace  of  mind 
of  San  Francisco  neighborhood  residents  in  jeopardy." 

Petition,   November  26,  1980 
Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Jamestown 
Avenue 


"It  is  commonly  felt  among  the  residents  of  the 
Bayview-Hunter ' s  Point  area  that  the  voice  of  our  community 
falls  upon  deaf  ears  at  City  Hall,    that  the  voices  of  more 
economically  viable  interest  always  take  precedence." 

April  24,    1981  Letter  to 
Supervisors  Ouentin  Kopp,  Carol 
Ruth  Silver,   Wendy  Nelder  from 
the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on 
Jamestown  Avenue 


"BILL  OF  RIGHTS  AS  CITIZENS  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  AND  BAYVIEW/ 
CANDLESTICK 

It  is  our  right  as  residents  to  be  able  to  drive  in  and  out  of 
our  neighborhood  at  any  time  of  the  day  and  night  without 
fighting  traffic  from  Candlestick  Park. 

It  is  our  right  not  to  have  emergency  fire  and  police  vehicles 
and  ambulances  blocked  from  our  neighborhood  by  Candlestick 
Park  traffic. 
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It  is  our  right  to  be  able  to  park  in  front  of  our  homes  at  any 
time  of  the  year  without  being  ticketed  or  towed  away. 

It  is  our  right  to  live  in  a  neighborhood  free  of  pollution, 
noise  and  litter  caused  by  Candlestick  Park  traffic. 

It  is  our  right  to  streets  which  do  not  always  need  repairs 
because  of  all  the  traffic  from  Candlestick  Park. 

It  is  our  right  to  live  in  a  neighborhood  without  scheduling 
our  work  and  lives  around  games  at  Candlestick  Park." 

Bay  View/Candlestick  Citizen' s 
Action  League,   July  9,  1981 


Of  the  respondents  interviewed  in  1983,   a  near  consensus  of 
opinion  is  that  conditions  have  not  changed  since  the  petitions 
were  initiated.     A  review  of  files  from  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  shows  Resolution  No.   318-82  was  adopted 
establishing  traffic  regulations  for  pre  and  post  game  traffic 
at  Candlestick  Park  for  a  trial  period  of  four  weeks  commencing 
July  1,  1982. 


San  Francisco  Giants 

The  March  1982  study,    "The  Future  of  Candlestick  Park", 
prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  Giants  mentions  several  drawbacks 
to  Candlestick  Park  which  are  not  addressed  by  renovation  of 
the  facility. 

"Access  will  remain  a  critical  problem.     A  report  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  at  the  request  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  identifies  several  long-range  solutions  to  the 
access  problems  at  Candlestick  Park  and  places  a  price  tag  on 
the  solutions  of  $32,000,000.00." 

"Parking  will  continue  to  be  one  of  the  biggest  problems  at 
Candlestick  and  the  only  solution  appears  to  be  the 
construction  of  multi-level  parking  garages.     But  these  garages 
would  not  have  daytime  use  because  there  is  no  demand  for  such 
use  at  Candlestick  Park  and  would  therefore  not  be  cost 
efficient  to  build.     Parking  is  a  problem  which  is  getting 
worse  because  of  the  loss  of  spaces  due  to  the  development  of 
the  State  Park  and  it  is  a  problem  which  must  be  addressed. " 

"Public  Transit  opportunities  at  Candlestick  Park  are  severely 
limited  by  the  fact  that  the  stadium  is  not  served  by  any  form 
of  fixed  rail  transit.     This  eliminates  both  BART  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  from  serving  the  stadium,    and  a  tremendous 
amount  of  Candlestick  users  are  from  areas  served  by  those  two 
carriers . " 
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1982  SPUR  Survey 


A  section  of  the  September,   1982  survey  by  BBW  Research  for 
SPUR  (San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research)  was  devoted  to 
questions  about  Candlestick  Park.     This  was  a  telephone  survey 
of  400  registered  voters  City-wide. 

Following  are  tables  for  questions  which  relate  to  the  quality 
of  Candlestick  Park  as  a  facility,  perceived  problems  with  the 
facility,  which  of  three  stadium  options  the  respondents  prefer- 
red;  1)    Improve  Candlestick  Park;  Add  Dome;   2)   Sell  Candlestick, 
Build  New  Stadium;   3)   Leave  Candlestick  As  Is,  and  demographics 
of  the  sample. 


How  would  you  Rate  Candlestick  Park  as  a  sports 
facility? 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Improve 

Sell  Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

Total 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

As  Is 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Good 

33 

12 

7 

12 

100% 

3  6% 

21% 

36% 

8% 

9% 

6% 

16% 

Fair 

85 

47 

14 

9 

100% 

55% 

16% 

11% 

!  21% 

34% 

12% 

12% 

Poor 

92 

29 

49 

10 

100% 

32% 

53% 

11% 

1  23% 

21% 

42% 

14% 

Not  Asked 

187  ■ 

48 

47 

42 

100% 

26% 

25% 

22% 

1  47% 

I*  35% 

40% 

58% 

o     Those  who  give  Candlestick  a  poor  rating  want  to  build  a 
new  staduim.     Those  who  rate  it  fair  would  like  to  improve 
existing  facilities.     Those  who  rate  it  good  would  like  to 
either  improve  Candlestick  or  leave  things  as  they  are. 

*     This  question  was  only  asked  of  those  respondents  who  had 
attended  events  at  Candlestick  Park. 
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What  problems  do  you  think  there  are  with  the 
facilities  at  Candlestick  Park?* 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Sell 

Improve 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

Total 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

As  Is 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

No  Problems 

23 

3 

1 

10 

100% 

13% 

4% 

43% 

6% 

2% 

1% 

14% 

Weather 

229 

91 

86 

30 

100% 

40% 

38% 

13% 

57% 

66% 

73% 

41% 

Parking 

68 

29 

21 

15 

100% 

43% 

31% 

22% 

17% 

21% 

18% 

21% 

Di  stance 

58 

14 

28 

9 

from  City 

100% 

24% 

48% 

16% 

1 

15% 

10% 

24% 

12% 

Safety/ 

49 

16 

19 

8 

Security 

100% 

33% 

39% 

16% 

1 

12% 

1  12% 

16% 

11% 

Public 

38 

14 

16 

4 

Transportation 

100% 

37% 

42% 

11% 

Problems  | 

10% 

1  10% 

14% 

5% 

Crowded 

31  ■ 

11 

12 

5 

Freeways/Roads 

100% 

35% 

39% 

16% 

8% 

8% 

10% 

7% 

(Table  continued  on  following  page 


*  Respondents  could  give  more  than  one  response. 
All  respondents  were  asked  this  question. 
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What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Total 


Improve 
Candlestick 
Add  Dome 


Sell 
Candlestick 
Build  New 
Stadium 


Leave 
Candlestick 
As  Is 


Facilities 


Other 


31 
100% 


35 
100% 
I  9%" 


10 


10 
29% 


14 

45% 


13 

37% 

11% 


4% 

10 

29% 

14% 


o    Voters  who  don't  see  any  problems  at  Candlestick  Park 
would  like  to  see  facilities  left  as  they  are.  Those 
mentioning  the  weather  problem  are  equally  divided  between 
building  a  new  stadium  and  improving  existing  facilities. 
Voters  with  parking  concerns  approve  of  Candlestick 
improvements.     Respondents  mentioning  other  problems 
prefer  the  new  stadium  option. 
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Print  Media 


In  December  of  1982,   the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  ran  a  series 
of  in-depth  articles  about  Candlestick  Park.     The  December  20, 
1982  article  by  Glenn  Dickey,    "Why  Candlestick  Isn't  Working  - 
A  Lesson  in  Obsolescence",   outlined  the  major  problems  with  the 
facility  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  teams  and  fans  who  use 
the  facility: 


o 

wind  and  cold 

o 

parking 

o 

access 

o 

lack  of  public  transportation 

o 

location 

o 

bad  sight  lines 

o 

poorly  maintained  restrooms 

o 

the  Curse  of  Candlestick  -   "a  guarantee  that 

anything 

done  subsequent  to  the  original  construction 

will  be 

done  wrong . " 

Subsequent  articles  dealt  with  the  topics,   "Should  S,F.  Scrap 
Candlestick?",    "The  Staggering  Costs  of  a  New  S.F.  Stadium", 
"Where  to  Build  S.F.    Stadium",    "A  Great  Domed  Stadium  -  How  it 
Would  Change  S.F.",    "How  New  Arena  Would  Affect  Other 
Stadiums,"  and  "An  American  Secular  Religion:     Big  Time 
Sports."     This  series  of  articles  elicited  a  variety  of 
responses  from  the  readers  in  the  form  of  letters  to  the  editor 

"Having  done  so  little  before  for  the  helpless  (old  and  poor) 
how  can  we  talk  seriously  about  $50  to  $185  million  for  a  domed 
stadium?     We  don't  need  one.   Bob  Lurie  does." 

"While  Candlestick  Park  has  many  faults,    it  is  an  existing 
structure  and  it  would  be  infinitely  less  costly  to  improve  it 
than  to  start  from  scratch  and  build  a  new  stadium," 

"I   attend  20  to  25  games  a  year  but  have  only  made  one  Candle- 
stick Park  game  in  the  last  two  years  because  of  the  double  C  - 
cold  and  crime." 

"Over  the  past  6  years  I  have  taken  my  family  to  Candlestick 
for  about  70  games  -  all  kinds:   day  games,   night  games,  twi- 
night  double  headers....     The  weather  seldom  made  us 
uncomfortable  and  never  miserable." 

"I   love  the  Giants   ...   but  I  haven't  been  to  Candlestick  since 
1972.      If  I  want  to  see  them  in  person,    I  go  to  Dodger 
Stadium, " 


Giants'  Fans 

The  Giants  received  36  letters  in  1982  relating  to  Candlestick 
Park  or  a  proposed  new  facility  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  Of 
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these  letters,   two  were  in  support  of  improving  Candlestick  Park. 
Fifteen  were  supportive  of  a  new  downtown  stadium  and  eight 
preferred  a  different  location,    such  as  the  Peninsula,  Seals 
Stadium,   or  Kezar.     Five  of  the  fans  expressed  dissatisfaction 
with  a  domed  arena,  preferring  to  see  baseball   in  a  traditional 
open  air  setting. 


S.F.  49ers 

The  49ers  were  contacted  but  had  received  no  expressions  of  public 
opinion  regarding  conditions  at  Candlestick  Park. 

Residential  Builders  Association 

On  February  19,   1983  a  meeting  was  called  by  David  Miller, 
President  of  Rollamatic  Roofs,    Inc.   and  the  Residential 
Builders  Association  Board  of  Directors   (Omar  Saleh,  President; 
John  Brennan;  Art  Occiopenti;  John  Raisford     and  David  Miller) 
with  representatives  from  the  City  Task  Force,   Bob  Reeves; 
Stadium  Study  Project  Coordinator,   Don  Crosby;  Public  Opinion 
Analysis,   Judith  Brown  and  representatives  from  Supervisors 
Nancy  Walker  and  Louise  Renne .     The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was 
to  present  a  doming  scheme  designed  by  Mr.   Miller,   and  for  the 
Residential  Builders  Association  to  express  a  major  concern 
they  have  toward  any  proposed  stadium  project.     Mr.  Omar  Saleh 
was  spokesman  for  the  Association. 

"In  the  past,   whenever  San  Francisco  has  had  a 
multi-million  dollar  project,   we  have  always  had  out  of 
town  developers  come  in  here  and  do  the  work.      It  never 
fails.     VThat  happens  is  that  we  get  residual  money  through 
employment  but  the  bulk  of  the  money  leaves  the  City.  It 
goes  back  to  another  state  or  another  city  where  the 
developer  is  home  based  and  this  is  where  it  gets  spent. 
We,    the  Residential  Builders  Association,   would  like  to 
make  sure  that  this  project  stays  in  San  Francisco,  not 
only  for  the  reason  I   just  stated,   but  we  have  the 
expertise.     There  is  no  need  to  go  out  of  the  City  or 
State  to  find  someone  to  build  that  dome." 

In  a  second  interview  with  Mssr.   Miller  and  Saleh,  they 
reiterated  their  point  that  not  only  as  regards  a  dome,   but  in 
every  possible  aspect  of  any  new  construction  or  renovation 
local  businesses  should  be  given  priority  for  a  contract 
whenever  feasible. 


Board  of  Supervisors 

During  the  alternate  site  selection  process  the  members  of  the  Board 
were  invited  to  attend  a  presentation  of  sites  being  considered  and 
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asked  for  comment  on  proposed  downtown  sites  as  well  as  dis- 
position of  Candlestick  Park.     Board  members  who  participated 
included  Bill  Maher,  Doris  Ward,   Carol  Ruth  Silver,  Harry  Britt, 
Willie  Kennedy  and  Nancy  Walker.     Members  declining  were  Wend^ 
Nelder,  Louise  Renne  and  Quentin  Kopp.  John  Molinari  and  Richard 
Hongisto  were  unable  to  schedule  time  to  participate. 

Comments  regarding  Candlestick  Park  were: 

o    Existing  traffic  problems  must  be  solved 

o     Suggestion  to  explore  building  a  new  stadium  on 

Candlestick  Park  site 
o    Preference  for  mixed  income  housing  and  blue  collar 

industry  on  site  if  Candlestick  is  torn  down. 


Other  Public  Input 

During  the  course  of  the  study  letters  were  collected  which  had 
been  received  by  the  Mayor,  S.F.  Planning  Dept.,  the  Giants,  S.F. 
Supervisors  and  the  study  team,  proposing  a  variety  of  ideas  for 
stadium  design,   financing  and  site  selection.     The  ideas  included 
the  following  for  Candlestick  Park: 

o    Building  a  commuter  parking  garage  at  the  existing 
Candlestick  Park  site,   which  would  alleviate  game 
parking,    and  be  used  during  the  v/eek  by  peninsula 
commuters  and  adding  a  public  transit  line  from 
Candlestick  to  downtown. 

o     The  addition  of  service  oriented  business  (auto 
repair,   restaurants,  medical  and  legal  offices)  to 
the  existing  Candlestick  Park  site. 

o     The  addition  of  luxury  boxes  at  Candlestick  Park  on 
the  upper  levels. 

o    The  addition  of  a  state-of-the-art  scoreboard  at 
Candlestick. 

o     A  public  petition  drive  to  show  support  for  doming 
Candlestick  Park. 

o     A  convertible  dome  on  Candlestick  Park. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES. 


This  section  is  not  applicable  to  Public  Opinion  Analysis. 
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D.  ANALYSIS 


EXISTING  CONCERNS 


Comparison  of  the  varied  types  of  data  gathered  show  that  there 
are  shared  perceptions  regarding  Candlestick  Park.  Two  defined 
publics  can  be  identified.     One  is  those  people  who  are 
evaluating  and  commenting  on  Candlestick  Park  as  a  facility 
(the  teams,   the  press,   the  fans)   and  the  other  is  those  people 
who  are  evaluating  the  impact  of  the  stadium  on  their 
neighborhoods  (community  groups  and  key  leaders). 

While  their  observations  are  from  different  perspectives, 
certain  problems  with  the  existing  structure  are  shared. 


Traffic : 

Access  to  the  stadium  is  a  problem  for  the  fans  who  spend  time 
in  traffic  jams  before  and  after  events;   a  problem  for  the 
teams  as  traffic  jams  discourage  attendance;   and  a  major 
problem  for  the  neighborhood  residents  who  are  held  "hostage" 
in  their  houses  by  game  traffic.     Traffic  is  the  #1  concern  of 
the  Bayview-Hunter ' s  Point  and  Vistitacion  Valley  neighborhood 
leaders;  mentioned  as  a  "critical"  problem  by  the  Giants  study; 
perceived  as   "inadequate"  by  the  press  and  named  as  a  problem 
by  8%  of  the  SPUR  survey  respondents. 


Transit : 

Public  transit  is  perceived  as  a  problem  by  the  users  as  there 
is  no  fixed  rail  transit  directly  to  the  Stadium.     Fans  from 
the  Peninsula  and  North  and  East  Bay  are  restricted  to 
automobile  transportation  in  order  to  attend  games.  The 
neighborhood  residents  are  inconvenienced  by  the  buses  which 
crowd  the  streets  during  game-time  causing  noise  and  air 
pollution  as  well  as  contributing  to  the  basic  traffic  problem. 


Parking : 

There  is  already  limited  parking  at  Candlestick  Park  which  is  a 
problem  for  the  users.      In  the  neighborhood,    existing  parking 
spaces  are  removed  by  increasing  the  number  of  traffic  lanes  used 
to  access  tne  stadium  on  some  residential  streets,  and  stadium 
users  who  choose  or  are  forced  to  park  in  the  streets  adjacent 
to  the  stadium  instead  of  the  stadium  parking  lots. 
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Weather : 


Weather  conditions  are  mentioned  as  a  problem  only  by  the  users 
of  the  stadium,   the  press  and  57%  of  all  the  SPUR  survey 
respondents.     They  are  not  mentioned    as  a  problem  by 
neighborhood  community  leaders. 


Crime : 

Crime  is  perceived  as  a  problem  by  both  users  and  neighborhood 
residents . 


Faci lities : 

The  condition  of  the  facility  at  Candlestick  Park  is  a  major 
problem  for  the  team.     The  press  mentions  poor  seating 
arrangements  and  inadequately  maintained  restrooms.  The 
neighborhood's  major  concern  is  the  negative  impact  the 
deterioration  of  the  facility  has  on  surrounding  land  values 
and  the  quality  of  the  neighborhood. 


Li ttering/Destructiveness  and  Disrespect  of  Fans 
Toward  Neighborhood  Residents : 

This  problem  is  a  concern  of  the  neighborhood  residents  and  not 
mentioned  by  the  users.     However,   elimination  of  fan  traffic 
from  the  residential  neighborhoods  would  remove  a  large  portion 
of  this  problem. 


Negative  Impact  on  Local  Business; 

Again  this  is  perceived  as  a  problem  mostly  by  the  affected 
neighborhoods.     The  Giants  study  mentioned  that  the  Candlestick 
location  has  failed  to  generate  any  new  business  in  the  area. 
The  residents  are  concerned  that  existing  business  patronage 
drops  off  on  game  days  due  to  the  severe  traffic  problem. 


ALTERNATE  USES 


Upgrade  Candlestick  Park 

A  majority  of  the  community  leaders  in  the  Bayview/Hunters 
Point  and  Visitacion  Valley  Neighborhoods  feel  that  if  the 
Traffic/Transit  and  Parking  Problems  are  solved,   the  best  use 
of  the  site  would  be  upgrading  the  stadium  facilities  and  the 
addition  of  a  dome.     There  is  a  strong  inclination  for  the 
community  to  perceive  Candlestick  Park,   properly  maintained,  as 
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an  asset  to  the  community.     The  stadium  is  viewed  as  part  of 
the  area's  identity. 

In  the  1982  SPUR  survey,   improving  Candlestick  Park  was  the 
preferred  option  of  all  demographic  categories  with  the 
exception  of  conservative  voters  who  would  rather  build  a  new 
stadium.     The  respondents  in  the  SPUR  survey  were  given  three 
choices:     Improve  Candlestick,  Add  Dome;   Sell  Candlestick, 
Build  a  New  Domed  Stadium;   Leave  as  is,   no  new  Stadium;  they 
were  not  asked  to  respond  to  alternate  uses  such  as  business  or 
residential  development. 

The  Giants  study  says  "there  is  no  question' but  that  a 
renovation  of  Candlestick  along  with  the  construction  of  a  dome 
would  finally  give  the  San  Francisco  Giants  the  opportunity  to 
become  a  successful  and  stable  baseball  franchise."  However, 
the  study  goes  on  to  point  out  that  the  drawbacks  not 
considered  by  renovation  (Access,   Parking  and  Public  Transit) 
are  critical  problems  and  must  be  considered. 


Non-Stadium  Uses  for  the  Candlestick  Park  Site 

The  only  public  group  queried  regarding  non-stadium  uses  for 
the  site  were  the  community  leaders  of  the  Bayview/Hunters 
Point  and  Candlestick  Park  neighborhoods.     Among  this  group, 
the  strongest  sentiment  was  toward  "people-oriented  use".  The 
preferred  option  is  a  mixed-use  development;   a  housing  element 
of  "affordable"  housing  adjacent  to  the  State  Park,  and 
businesses  such  as  shopping  malls  and  restaurants  which  provide 
much  needed  services  to  the  neighborhood  and  afford  the  best 
opportunity  for  employment  of  unskilled  or  semi-skilled  workers 
and  youth. 

A  major  concern  of  the  community  leaders  is  that  nothing  should 
be  done  at  the  site  until  existing  problems  are  alleviated,  and 
that  whatever  decision  is  made  regarding  use  of  the  site,  it 
should  include  an  element  of  community  input  from  the  "grass- 
roots" level. 

Although  none  of  the  respondents  specifically  advocated  an 
improved  stadium  with  expanded  mixed  use  development,    all  of 
them  mentioned  that  the  addition  of  new  housing  and  service 
oriented  businesses  would  be  an  asset  to  the  community. 

Whatever  use  decision  is  made,    the  City  should  be  aware  of  the 
concern  of  the  Residential  Builders  Association,   that  local 
designers,   developers  and  businesses  be  used  as  much  as 
possible  in  the  construction  of  the  project. 
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B.  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM 


In  studying  the  feasibility  of  introducing  a  new  stadium  into 
the  downtown  area  of  San  Francisco,   the  task  force  and  its 
study  team  were  faced  with  the  initial  responsibility  of  search- 
ing for  a  proper  site  or  sites.     The  data  included  in  the  Real 
Estate  section  of  this  division  of  the  report  is  testimony  to 
the  extensive  search  that  was  conducted.     It  was  concluded  that 
selection  of  a  specific  site  was  impossible  at  this  time.  With 
the  complexity  of   (unresolved)    issues  surrounding  each  site  and 
the  magnitude  of  planning  for  new  projects  in  progress  in  the 
City,   it  was  decided  that  selection  of  a  logical  "study  area" 
was  the  best  manner  in  which  to  proceed  at  this  time. 

A  study  area  was  selected  south  of  Market  at  the  northern  end  of 
China  Basin.     This  strip  of  land  between  2nd  and  7th  Streets, 
Townsend  and  the  China  Basin  Chanel,   appears  to  have  the  greatest 
potential  for  the  siting  of  a  new  stadium. 

In  order  to  illustrate  the  visual  impacts  on  China  Basin  as  well 
as  the  south  side  of  the  downtown  area,   the  team  selected  a 
"demonstration  site"  between  3rd  and  4th  and  Townsend  and  the 
China  Basin  Building.      It  must  be  emphasized  here  that  by  this 
choice,   a  preference  is  not  being  stated  nor  a  recommendation 
made.     In  order  to  show  what  a  stadium  will  look  like  in  the 
overall  texture  of  the  Downtown/Central  Business  District,  a 
site  had  to  be  selected  for  this  demonstration. 

No  attempt  was  made  to  depict  the  potential  developments  proposed 
for  the  areas  included  in  and  surrounding  the  stadium  study  area. 
These  planned  developments  are  in  their  early  stages  and  too 
uncertain  to  include  at  this  time. 

Similarly,   in  order  to  develop  costs  and  to  show  potential 
"appearances",   a  structural  system  and  architectural  scheme  had 
to  be  selected.     The  tensegrity  dome  and  circular  plan  were 
chosen  because  they  work  together  to  respond  to  site  constraints, 
ease  of  convertibility  from  football  to  baseball,   lightness  of 
structure,   appropriate  architectural  expression  and  ability  to 
open  the  roof  on  sunny  days. 

There  are  two  major  conditions  that  form  the  foundation  of  the 
feasibility  of  a  downtown  stadium.     All  of  the  planning  and 
projections  that  are  the  basis  for  this  report  are  fixed  on  these 
conditions . 

1.     Condition  One: 


Shared  Parking  -  The  parking  that  is  being 
jacent  developments  would  be  shared  by  the 
new  stadium. 


planned  into  ad- 
patrons  of  the 


2.  Condition  Two  is  tied  directly  to  condition  one  and  requires 
that  all  major  stadium  events  take  place  only  on  week  nights 
and  weekends.  In  this  way,  parking  facilities  can  be  used 
for  commercial  parking  during  week  days  and  be  shared  nights 
and  weekends.  This  condition  will  also  ease  and  resolve  the 
flow  of  traffic  in  and  out  of  the  downtown. 

Finally,  meetings  have  been  conducted  with  officials  from  the 
Building  and  Fire  Departments  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to 
review  the  basic  code  requirements  for  a  downtown  stadium.  The 
City  does  not  currently  have  building  and  fire  code  regulations 
that  specifically  cover  all  aspects  of  the  construction  of  a 
facility  of  this  nature  and  magnitude.     In  addition,  the  City 
codes  are  in  the  process  of  revision  at  this  tiem. 

The  code  officials  are  satisfied  that  the  issues  related  to 
proper  life  safety  design  can  be  resolved  at  the  appropriate 
design  development  phase.     They  have  stated  that  final  code  in- 
terpretation will  most  likely  rest  in  the  hands  of  the  Board  of 
Permit  Appeals. 


1.  REAL  ESTATE 

A.  SCOPE: 


The  Scope  of  services  for  this  element  of  the  study  is  suirmarized  as 
fol lows: 

(1)  Explore  all  possible  locations  that  can  accommodate  a  stadium, 
particularly  sites  closer  to  downtown,  and  determine  which  are 
suitable  for  a  stadium. 

(2)  Determine  a  preliminary  appraisal  of  the  property  that 
would  need  to  be  acquired  at  alternative  sites. 

(3)  Identify  the  relocation  needs  and  estimate  relocation  costs 
that  would  result  at  alternative  sites. 

B.  DATA: 


The  data  that  was  used  to  research  each  of  the  above  tasks  is  as 
follows: 

(1)  South-of-Market  real  estate  comparables  for  transactions 
and  listings  since  1978  (Appendix  A). 

(2)  Parcel-level  data  gathered  by  the  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Planning,  CECAP  Study  (Appendix  B). 

(3)  Stadium  footprints  provided  by  HNTB/CTMA/GEI6ER  BER6ER 
(Appendix  C) . 

(4)  Geotechnical  Site  Evaluation  reports  provided  by  Harding 
Lawson  Associates  (Appendix  0). 

C.  ALTERNATIVES; 

The  study  team  attempted  to  identify  every  conceivable  site  near 
downtown  that  can  accommodate  a  stadium,  including  suggestions  by  the 
general  public,  organizations  and  elected  representatives.    A  total  of 
18  sites  were  identified.    Four  of  these  sites  were  not  evaluated  in 
detail  because  they  had  obvious  major  problems.    These  sites  are: 

(1 )  .  1st  to  2nd  Streets /Fol som  to  Harrison 

The  construction  of  a  stadium  at  this  location  would  create 
Insurmountable  costs  as  well  as  create  visual  problems. 

(2)  Central  Block  of  YBC 

The  single  block  Is  not  large  enough  to  accomodate  a  stadium 
and  because  of  the  status  of  the  YBC  project,  a  stadium  at  this 
location  would  create  seriously  disruptive  legal,  political  and 
social  problems. 
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(3)    In  the  Bay 


A  stadium  in  the  Bay  would  be  extremely  expensive,  would  have 
access  problems  and  is  in  violation  of  many  regulations  governing 
the  use  of  the  Bay. 


(4)    Kezar  Stadium 

Access  problems  would  disrupt  residential  areas  over  a  broad  part 
of  the  City  and  modifications  to  the  structure  would  be  difficult 
and  expensive. 


Fourteen  sites  were  evaluated  in  detail.    These  sites  are 
illustrated  on  Map  1  on  the  following  pages.    Sites  1-10  were 
identified  by  the  Stadium  Task  Force  and  evaluated  in  the  "Stadium 
Feasibility  Analysis  -  Work  Program",  October  1982.    Site  11  was 
suggested  by  BART  to  explore  the  feasibility  of  a  site  near  a  BART 
station.    Site  12  was  suggested  by  Mario  Ciampi  to  explore  the 
feasibility  of  a  closer  relationship  to  Moscone  Center.    Site  13 
was  suggested  by  several  persons  as  being  the  only  site  near 
downtown  that  could  be  assembled.    Site  14  was  suggested  by  the 
SPUR  Stadium  Committee. 


The  sites  that  were  evaluated  are  listed  as  follows: 


1)  Fal staff  Brewery.  (10th  &  Harrison). 

2)  Seal's  Stadium  ((16th  to  Al ameda/Potrero  to  Bryant). 

3)  Franklin  Square  (16th  to  Mariposa/Potrero  to  Bryant). 

4)  Showplace  Square  (7th  to  8th /Berry  to  Irwin). 

5)  Northwest  Mission  Bay  (7th  and  Townsend). 

6)  North  Central  Mission  Bay  (5th  to  6th/Berry  to  Townsend). 

7)  China  Basin  (2nd  to  3rd/King  to  the  Bay). 

8)  Mission  Rock  (3rd  to  Pier  50/China  Basin  Channel  to  800  feet) 

9)  Southeast  Mission  Bay  (16th  and  3rd). 

10)  Southwest  Mission  Bay  (16th  to  Mari posa/I-280  to  3rd). 

11)  South  of  Market  (6th  to  8th/Mission  to  Folsom). 

12)  Moscone  Center  Area  (3rd  to  4th/Bryant  to  Brannan). 

13)  Rincon  Hill  (Folsom  to  Bryant/Spear  to  Beale). 

14)  Northeast  Mission  Bay  (3rd  to  4th/Townsend  to  Berry). 


D.  ANALYSIS: 


SITE  EVALUATION  CRITERIA 


The  Study  Team  identified  7  factors  which  it  felt  were  important 
determinants  of  site  feasibility.    These  factors  are: 

(1)    ACQUISITION  COSTS 

a.  Availability 

b.  Land  cost 

c.  Improvement  cost 

d.  Relocation  cost 
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(2)  ACCESS  (EXISTING  AND  POTENTIAL) 

a.  Transit 

b.  Pedestrian 

c.  Vehicular 

d.  Parking 

e.  Impacts  on  neighborhood 

(3)  PUBLIC  ACCEPTANCE 

a.  Displacement 

b.  Acceptability  (Appropriateness) 

c.  Urban  Design  (Compatibility) 

d.  Trade-offs 


(4) 


TECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

a.  Foundation  Support 

b.  Dewatering 

c.  Shoring 

d.  Excavatability 


(5)    SIZE  AND  FIT 

a.  Adequacy  for  stadium  footprint 

b.  Impact  of  site  constraints  on  stadium  design 

c.  Impact  on  stadium  circulation 


(6)  ASSEMBLY  TIME 

(7)  POLICY  CONFLICT 

a.  Impact  on  proposed  development 

b.  Relationship  to  existing  land  use  controls 

Each  of  the  14  sites  was  evaluated  by  assigning  a  score  from  O(bad)  to 
5(good)  for  each  of  the  7  factors  listed  above.    The  criteria  which  was 
used  to  assign  these  scores  is  as  follows: 

(1)  ACQUISITION  COSTS 

SCORE  0:  Land  cost  exceeds  stadium  cost  (over  $100  million) 


1 :  Land  cost 

2:  Land  cost 

Land  cost 

Land  cost 


3: 
4: 
5: 


s  90%  to  100%  stadium  cost 
s  75%  to  90%  stadium  cost 
s  50%  to  75%  stadium  cost 
s  25%  to  50%  stadium  cost 
25%  stadium  cost 


(2)  ACCESS 
SCORE  0; 


2: 


3: 


4: 


5: 


Land  cost  is  10%  to 


No  transit/inadequate  auto  access/no  ex 
pedestrian  relationship/major  impact 
No  transit/adequate  auto  access/no  exis 
pedestrian  relationship/major  impact 
No  transit/adequate  auto  access/no  exis 
pedestrian  relationship/no  significant 
Good  transit/adequate  auto  access/no  ex 
pedestrian  relationship/no 
Good  transit/adequate  auto 
pedestrian  relationship/no 
Good  transit/adequate  auto 
pedestrian 


significant 
access/exist 
significant 
access/exist 
relationship/no  significant 


i sting  parking/poor 

ting  parking /poor 

ting  parking/poor 
impact 

i sting  parking /poor 
impact 

ing  parking /poor 
impact 

ing  parking/good 
impact 
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(3)  PUBLIC  ACCEPTANCE 

SCORE  0:  Severe  dislocation/inappropriate  to  existing  and 

proposed  neighborhood  environments 
"     1:  Severe  dislocation/compatible  with  neighborhood 
"     2:  Moderate  dislocation/compatible  with  neighborhood 
"     3:  Minimal  dislocation/incompatible  with  neighborhood 
"     4:  Minimal  dislocation/may  be  compatible  with  emerging 

neighborhood  environment 
"     5:  No  dislocation/appropriate  to  existing  and  proposed 

neighborhood  environments 

(4)  TECHNICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

SCORE  1:  Bay  mud  present  below  field  level  requiring  pile 

foundations  and  costly  shoring  system 
"     2:  Shallow  Bay  mud  below  field  level  requiring  less  costly 

pile  foundations  and  shoring  system 
"     3:  Bay  mud  not  present  at  field  level  but  thick 

above/shoring  system  would  be  required 
"     4:  Little  or  no  Bay  mud  present/site  favorable  for 

foundations  and  shoring 

(5)  SIZE 

3OTE  0:  No  structure  type  will  fit 

"     1:  Site  constraints  will  have  a  major  impact  on 

stadium  design 
"     2:  No  score 

"     3:  Site  will  accommodate  all  stadium  types,  but  there 

will  be  a  major  impact  on  circulation 
"     4:  Site  will  accommodate  all  stadium  types,  and  there 

will  be  a  minimal  impact  on  circulation 
"     5:  Site  will  accommodate  stadium  and  circulation 

footprint  for  all  stadium  types 

(6)  ASSEMBLY  TIME 

SCORE  0:  5  or  more  years 

"  1 :  4  to  5  years 

"  2:  3  to  4  years 

"  3:  2  to  3  years 

"  4:  1  to  2  years 

"  5:  1  year  or  less 

(7)  POLICY  CONFLICT 

SCORE  0:  Not  compatible  with  any  existing  policy 
"     1:  Substantial  conflict  with  most  policy/limited 
compatibility 

"     2:  Major  rethinking  of  most  policy  will  be  required 

"     3:  Major  rethinking  of  some  policy  will  be  required,  but 

compatible  with  most  policy 
"     4:  Minor  modifications  to  existing  policy  may  be  required 
"     5:  Does  not  require  modification  of  any  existing  public 

pol icy 
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The  14  sites  and  7  factors  were  arranged  into  a  matrix  for  the  purpose  of 
evaluation.    Scores  assigned  represent  the  cumulative  opinion  of  the  study 
team  and  others.    Scores  were  tabulated,  with  no  emphasis  given  on  any  of  the 
factors,  and  the  ranking  of  the  best  5  sites  is  as  follows.    The  matrix  used 
is  presented  in  Appendix  E. 

1)  Site  14    Score  24.0 

2)  Site    6    Score  22.5 

3)  Site    8    Score  22.0 

4)  Site    7  &  13   Score  21.0 

5)  Site    2    Score  20.0 

For  the  purpose  of  a  sensitivity  analysis,  certain  factors  and  groupings  of 
factors  were  weighted  by  a  factor  of  2.    Five  such  analyses  were  performed 
with  the  following  weightings: 

1)  Cost 

2)  Cost  and  Time 

3)  Public 

4)  Public  and  Policy 

5)  Access 

These  5  matrices  are  also  presented  in  Appendix  E.  The  conclusions  reached  by 
this  analysis  is  as  follows: 

SITE    1  :    This  site  is  weakest  in  criteria  of  size  and  access.    It  is 
inconvenient  to  major  public  transit  and  is  not  in  an  area  of 
significant  parking  resources.    Several  major  streets  would 
have  to  be  closed  to  assemble  enough  property  for  a  stadium 
site.    Additionally,  this  site  has  poor  soils  and  would  require 
expensive  foundations. 

SITES  2/3:  These  sites  are  both  adequate  in  size  but  are  not  well  located 
for  transit  access.    Further,  they  are  in  an  area  where  the 
scale  and  nature  of  the  stadium  would  be  disruptive  to  the 
immediate  area  to  the  south.    There  is  little  parking  resource, 
and  the  sites  would  probably  have  to  be  combined  to  make  them 
work.    These  sites  have  fairly  good  soil  conditions. 

SITE   4  :    This  site,  though  adequate  in  size,  would  be  most  disruptive  to 
the  developing  Showplace  Square  area.    Two  major  private 
developments  are  planned  for  this  site.    Public  transit  access 
to  this  area  is  not  very  good.    Soils  in  this  area  are 
adequate,  although  substantial  shoring  would  be  required. 
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SITE    5  :    Site  5  is  suitable  in  that  it  is  not  disruptive  to  existing  or 
emerging  areas,  and  is  next  to  highway  and  parking  resources. 
It  is  somewhat  removed  from  major  in  town  transit  but  can  be 
accessed  by  Southern  Pacific  trains,  an  extension  of  the 
Embarcadero  Light  Rail  Lines  and  could  be  served  from  Market 
Street  via  6th  and  7th  Streets.    Soils  in  this  area  are  not 
very  good  with  considerable  amount  of  bay  mud  to  be  dealt 
with.    There  is  also  a  major  sewage  pumping  station  and 
transport  storage  facility  at  the  southern  end  of  the  site  that 
would  be  disrupted. 

SITE   6  :    Site  6  is  similar  to  Site  5,  however,  the  soil  condition  is 
worse  and  the  site  is  presently  contemplated  as  part  of  the 
Mission  Bay  Plan.    It  is  possible  ,  however,  that  the  Mission 
Bay  Plan  could  be  successfully  altered  to  accommodate  a  stadium 
somewhere  on  its  northern  boundary  along  Townsend  Street. 

SITE    7  :    This  site  is  well  located  near  the  3rd  and  4th  Street  traffic 
loop  and  can  be  served  by  2nd  Street,  Light  Rail  Lines  on  the 
Embarcadero,  highway  280  extension  or  boulevard,  and  the 
Southern  Pacific  Rail  Lines.    The  site  has  a  potentially 
attractive  water  oriented  relationship  which  could  be  developed 
with  a  public  edge  to  the  Bay.    Its  relation  to  Site  14,  which 
is  proposed  for  high  intensity  development  could  be  a  benefit 
if  that  site  is  also  used  as  a  major  parking  resource.  Its 
weakness  is  its  proximity  to  the  South  Beach  development  area 
and  some  conflict  with  the  Port's  development  goals.    Soils  on 
this  site  are  fairly  decent  with  some  shoring  required  but 
without  need  for  a  substantial  piling  system.    The  physical 
configuration  of  the  site  makes  the  accommodation  of  a  stadium 
somewhat  difficult. 


SITE    8  :    Site  8  is  the  lowest  cost  site.    It  is  also  sufficiently  large 
to  accommodate  any  stadium  configuration  desired,  and  it  has  a 
prominent  location  on  the  Bay  edge.    The  problems  with  Site  8 
are  threefold.    First,  it  is  in  conflict  with  Port  planning. 
Second,  it  has  substantial  access  problems.    And  third,  the 
soils  are  extremely  poor  and  would  require  the  most  costly 
foundation  system. 

SITE    9  :    Site  9  is  of  good  size  and  reasonably  low  cost,  but  its 

proximity  to  Potrero  Hill  would  create  some  visual  conflicts. 
Additionally,  access  is  difficult,  and  there  are  substantial 
soils  problems  with  this  site. 

SITE  10  :    Site  10  is  similar  to  Site  9  in  all  characteristics  except  it 
is  somewhat  more  constricted  in  size  and  has  a  significantly 
better  soils  condition  than  Site  9. 
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SITE  11  :    This  site  has  the  obvious  appeal  of  being  extremely  close  in 
and  of  having  sufficient  size  to  accommodate  a  stadium  and 
ancillary  needs.    The  site  would  have  excellent  transit  access 
as  well.    The  site  has  two  overriding  problems  which  preclude 
it  from  further  consideration.    The  first  of  these  is  cost. 
Not  only  is  the  land  cost  high,  but  the  relocation  costs  would 
be  staggering.    The  question  of  "Urban  Fit"  is  also 
significant.    There  would  be  major  disruption  to  an  established 
area  and  an  unacceptable  relationship  of  a  stadium  structure  to 
the  existing  City  fabric. 

SITE  12  :    This  site  is  reasonably  well  located  for  access  but  severely 
limited  in  size  and  would  not  be  viable  without  substantial 
alteration  of  the  existing  street  patterns  which  are  important 
thoroughfares.    Land  costs  are  moderately  high,  however,  the 
soils  condition  on  this  site  is  reasonably  good.  The 
displacement  and  acquisition  costs  in  this  area,  coupled  with 
disruption  for  the  urban  fabric  would  be  overwhelmingly 
negative. 

SITE  13  :    Site  13  is  well  located  to  downtown,  close  to  the  Trans  Bay 
Terminal,  BART,  within  walking  distance  from  the  central 
business  district,  close  to  the  Embarcadero,  and  close  to 
freeway  on  and  off  ramps.    The  site  is  of  appropriate  size  and 
fits  next  to  bridge  and  highway  ramps  which  would  help  to  mask 
its  scale.    Rincon  Hill  rises  to  the  west  above  the  site,  so 
that  the  proposed  residential  plan  for  that  hill,  although 
impacted,  could  still  be  successful.    Because  of  extensive 
State  and  Federal  holdings  of  these  properties,  and  because  of 
a  fairly  high  land  and  relocation  cost  this  site  is  not 
appropriate  for  further  study. 

SITE  14  :    This  site  is  well  located  on  the  3rd  and  4th  Street  couple, 
relating  to  YBC  (Moscone  Center),  Southern  Pacific,  the 
extension  of  the  Embarcadero  Line,  and  the  terminus  of  highway 
280.    The  site  is  presently  contemplated  for  high  density  use 
in  the  Mission  Bay  Master  Plan  but  could  be  suitable  if  a  land 
swap  with  Site  7  was  accomplished.    This  would  surround  the 
stadium  with  relatively  high  intensity  development  in  the 
Mission  Bay  project  which  would  be  an  appropriate  scale 
relationship  to  the  proposed  stadium.    It  would  also  relieve 
the  pressure  of  the  adjacency  of  Site  7  to  the  South  Beach 
project  area.    The  soils  on  this  site  are  reasonably  good,  and 
the  site  is  of  adequate  size,  so  that  a  stadium  could  be 
constructed  while  still  retaining  the  existing  China  Basin 
building. 

With  further  input  by  the  principal  Stadium  Task  Force  Group,  a  stadium 
site  zone  was  established  which  encompasses  sites  5,  6,  7,  and  14.  This 
zone  is  the  target  zone  further  studied  by  the  Principal  Consultants. 
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ESTIMATE  OF  ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  COSTS 


A  study  of  property  values  throughout  the  South-of -Market  area  was 
conducted  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  basis  for  estimating  the 
acquisition  cost  of  each  alternative  site.    This  study  utilized  72  recent 
real  estate  comparables  (Appendix  A)  and  conversations  with  real  estate 
brokers  and  developers  to  arrive  at  a  generalized  estimate  of  land  and 
improvement  values. 

Parcel  level  data,  including  lot  area  and  gross  building  area,  was 
aggregated  for  each  alternative  site.    This  data  is  presented  in  Appendix 
B.    The  following  table  summarizes  the  key  findings  of  this  aggregation: 


SITE 

AREA 

PUBLIC  LAND 

PRIVATE  LAND 

PARCELS 

GROSS  BUILDING 

(Acres) 

(Acres) 

(Acres) 

AREA  (S.F.) 

1 

14.60 

4.63 

9.97 

49 

575,000 

2 

15.17 

1.13 

14.04 

20 

1,010,000 

3 

15.11 

11.44 

3.67 

13 

264,000 

4 

17.92 

4.86 

13.06 

8 

249,000 

5 

14.44 

4.18 

10.26 

4 

5,000 

6 

17.19 

2.89 

14.30 

3 

130,000 

7 

13.78 

13.78 

-0- 

0 

460,000 

8 

14.51 

14.51 

-0- 

0 

150,000 

9 

21.52 

9.76 

11.76 

7 

107,000 

10 

17.77 

.47 

17.30 

1 

200,000 

n 

47.03 

11.66 

35.37 

304 

2,068,000 

12 

10.34 

1.59 

8.75 

46 

616,000 

13 

21.90 

14.97 

6.93 

5 

1,500,000 

14 

14.62 

2.97 

11.65 

4 

0 

Parcel -level  data  identifying  relocation  issues  was  also  summarized  for 
each  site.    The  following  Table  summarizes  the  key  findings  of  this 
aggregation. 


SITE  RESIDENTIAL  UNITS  BUSINESSES 

1  13  32 

2  8  11 

3  0  11 

4  0  2 

5  0  3 

6  0  2 

7  0  48 

8  0  3 

9  0  9 

10  0  6 

11  421  155 

12  102  72 

13  0  9 

14  0  3 
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Preliminary  appraisals  to  estimate  the  cost  of  acquisition  and  site 
clearance  required  for  the  construction  of  a  new  stadium  were 
completed  for  all  fourteen  alternate  sites  in  the  South  of  Market 
area. 

These  estimates  are  based  on  exterior  inspection  of  the  properties, 
data  from  various  City  departments,  public  records  and  knowledge  of 
property  values  and  recent  sales  in  each  area. 

Included  in  each  site  analysis  is  the  estimated  cost  and  time 
required  to  relocate  present  occupants  of  any  improved  properties. 

The  relocation  cost  estimates  were  made  by  the  Central  Relocation 
Services  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  total  acquisition  cost  and  time  required  to  clear  each  site  for 
construction  purposes  including  relocation,  demolition  and  other 
incidential  costs  are  as  follows: 


ESTIMATED  COST 

SITE    NO.  OF    ACQUISITION  TIME  FACTOR. 

1  $  23.7  million  2-1 /2-3-1 /2  years 

2  31.7  "  2       -2-1/2  " 

3  43.2  "  3       -3-1/2  " 

4  27.5  "  2       -2-1/2  " 

5  90.0  "  3  -4 

6  33.0  "  2       -2-1/2  " 

7  37.9  "  1-1/2-2-1/2  " 

8  14.6  "  1         1-1/2  " 

9  27.5  "  4  -5 

10  19.3  "  2-1/2-3 

11  200.0  "  4-1/2-5-1/2  " 

12  37.4  "  3       -3-1/2  " 

13  70.0  "  2-1/2-3 

14  38.5  "  1       -1-1/2  " 


STADIUM  SITE  ZONE 

The  stadium  site  zone  selected  for  more  detailed  study  contains  5  separate 
sites  which  could  accommodate  a  stadium.    Four  of  these  5  sites  (numbers  5,  6, 
7  and  14)  were  evaluated  in  the  matrix.    These  sites  are  illustrated  on  the 
drawing  on  the  following  page. 

In  the  matrix  evaluation,  site  14  scored  the  best  in  every  evaluation, 
weighted  or  not.    Site  6  scored  second  best  on  3  of  the  6  evaluations  (and 
third  best  on  the  remaining  3).    Site  7  was  fourth  best  on  5  of  the  6 
evaluations.    Site  5  scored  among  the  five  best  sites  on  only  2  of  the 
evaluations. 
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An  important  factor  which  contributes  to  the  high  scores  for  these  sites  is 
that  few  property  owners  would  be  involved  and  relocation  would  be  minimal. 
In  fact,  property  ownership  for  all  5  sites  would  involve  only  5  owners  —  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  the  Port,  Caltrans,  Southern  Pacific  and  the  China 
Basin  Building.    The  distribution  of  property  ownership  for  the  4  sites  that 
were  evaluated,  expressed  in  acres,  is  as  follows: 


CITY 

OTHER 

SOUTHERN 

CHINA 

SITE 

R.O.W. 

CITY 

PORT 

CALTRANS 

PACIFIC 

BASIN 

TOTAL 

5 

2.72 

1.46 

-0- 

-0- 

10.26 

,  -0- 

14.44 

6 

2.89 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

14.30 

-0- 

17.19 

7 

1.51 

-0- 

7.06 

5.21 

-0- 

-0- 

13.78 

14 

2.97 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

9.75 

1.90 

14.62 

should 

be  noted 

that  sites 

6  and 

14  have  a  portion  of  the  total  area 

encumbered  by  1-280  air-rights  development. 

Except  for  a  portion  of  site  14,  the  entire  focused  study  area  is  zoned  M-2 
and  the  maximum  amount  of  gross  building  area  allowed  under  present  controls 
would  be  5  times  the  lot  area.    The  exception  is  a  single  block  of  site  14 
which  is  zoned  C-M  where  the  maximum  allowable  building  area  would  be  9  times 
the  lot  area.    Under  the  existing  planning  code  stadiums  are  a  permitted  use 
in  a  C-M,  M-1,  and  M-2  zones  (See  221. (i)). 

Height  limits  vary  substantially.    Site  5  has  a  uniform  height  limit  of  50 
feet-    Site  6  has  a  50  foot  limit  on  its  northern  half  and  a  40  foot  limit  on 
its  southern  side.    Site  7  has  a  uniform  height  limit  of  40  feet.    The  height 
limits  on  site  14  vary  from  40  feet  on  its  southern  side  to  105  feet  on  its 
northern  half.    However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  China  Basin  Building, 
located  on  the  southern  edge  of  site  14  (and  within  the  40  foot  limit  zone), 
is  a  6-floor  building  which  is  76  feet  tall. 

A  portion  of  site  7,  located  within  100  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  Bay,  is  under 
Bay  Conservation  Development  Commission  control  and  will  require  their 
approval.    The  remaining  sites  are  beyond  the  jurisdictional  boundary  of  Bay 
Conservation  Development  Commission. 


RELOCATION 

Present  uses  on  each  of  these  sites  which  would  need  to  be  relocated  or 
altered  are  as  follows 

SITE  5: 

Southern  Pacific  rail  yards  (proposed  for  redevelopment). 

Southern  Pacif ic/Catrans  commuter  rail  line. 

North  Shore  Consolidation  Pumping  Plant  and  Outfall. 
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SITE  6: 

Southern  Pacific  rail  yards  (proposed  for  redevelopment). 

Southern  Pacif ic/Caltrans  commuter  rail  line. 

1-280. 

SITE  7: 

35  miscellaneous  tenants  in  leased  spaces  on 

Caltrans  property  (proposed  for  redevelopment). 
12  miscellaneous  tenants  in  leased  spaces  on  Port  property. 
Port  of  San  Francisco  maintenance  operation. 

SITE  14: 

Recreational  Vehicle  park  (proposed  for  redevelopment). 

Parking  (proposed  for  redevelopment). 

1-280. 

Belt  line  connection. 


ALTERNATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 

All  of  the  potential  stadium  sites  have  alternative  uses  which  have  either 
been  approved  or  are  being  formally  considered  by  the  Planning  Department 
including  projects  by  both  the  private  and  the  public  sectors.    Sites  5, 
6,  and  14  are  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  Project.  Site 
14  also  includes  an  approved  expansion  of  the  China  Basin  Building.  Site 
7  will  be  partially  affected  by  the  resolution  to  the  1-280  Transfer, 
otherwise,  there  is  presently  no  alternative  development  proposed. 

The  private  sector  development  program  proposed  for  each  site  is  as 
fo I  lows : 


SITE  5        SITE  6        SITE  7        SITE  14 


MISSION  BAY:  (OOOgsf) 

Office  Space 

-0- 

2,730 

-0-  2,803 

Parking  (Spaces) 

-0- 

1,785 

-0-  3,715 

Parkland  (acres) 

14.44 

-0- 

-0-  -0- 

CHINA  BASIN  BUILDING: 

Office  Spaces (OOOgsf) 

-0- 

-0- 

-0-  180 

Parking  (Spaces) 

-0- 

-0- 

-0-  550 

The  land  presently  owned  by  Southern  Pacific  in  sites  6  and  14  could  yield  a 
maximum  gross  building  area  of  3.1  million  s.f.  and  3.0  million  s.f., 
respectively,  if  the  present  net  land  area  was  developed  to  the  limit  of 
existing  controls.    The  proposed  Mission  Bay  program  for  the  land  in  site  6  is 
approximately  87.5%  of  the  present  limitation  and  site  14  is  almost  of  94%  of 
the  maximum  possible.    The  approval  process  for  the  Mission  Bay  project  is 
expected  to  take  about  2  years  (to  August  1985)  and  this  development  program 
may  be  revised. 
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The  portion  of  site  14  which  is  owned  by  the  China  Basin  Building,  as  noted, 
has  an  approved  development  program  for  180,000  additional  gross  square  feet. 
This  will  increase  the  gross  building  area  for  the  China  Basin  Building 
complex  to  about  675,000  square  feet,  a  floor  area  to  lot  area  ratio  of  about 
3.0. 

For  purposes  of  this  study,  land  cost  estimates  for  those  sites  involving 
Southern  Pacific's  main  railway  tracks  required  to  provide  passenger  train 
service  in  Sites  5  and  6  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  tracks  could  be 
relocated  in  conjunction  with  the  Mission  Bay  Development  Plan.    There  could 
be  a  significant  additional  cost  not  included  in  the  above  estimates  for  these 
two  sites  if  the  tracks  are  required  to  be  relocated  underground  or  new  track 
alignment  requires  the  acquisition  of  other  private  property. 

At  Site  No.  14,  a  major  portion  of  the  parking  area  adjoining  the  north  side 
of  the  China  Basin  Building  would  be  required  for  the  Stadium.    The  loss  of 
this  parking  to  the  adjoining  owner  has  been  taken  into  consideration  in  the 
estimated  cost  of  acquisition. 


1-14 


APPENDIX  A 
South  of  Market  Real  Estate  Comparabl 
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□UTH-OF-MARKET  REAL  ESTATE  COMPARABLES 


CB 

LIST 

PP  T  PP 

1  nT 

FAR 

1  HT 

L.  LJ  t 

CL.U13 

n 

L/M  1  C 

DATE 

BUILT 

rn^T /QP 

-3-D  ZONE: 

1 . 

3715 

EARLY 

82 

3750000 

6201 

12604 

2. 

03 

604. 74 

297. 52 

•7 

3712 

1978 

10200000 

18906 

160600 

8. 

49 

539.51 

63.  51 

3 . 

370S 

UNKNOWN 

920O000 

1 1780 

7 1 000 

6. 

03 

780. 98 

129. 58 

4. 

3707 

ESCROW 

8500000 

12568 

59000 

4. 

69 

676.32 

144.07 

-3-S  ZONE: 

1. 

3722 

5/81 

6746720 

22640 

0 

OO 

298.00 



2. 

■  3730 

8/80 

275000 

2800 

5600 

2. 

00 

98.21 

49.  1 1 

3. 

3733 

4/81 

850000 

3825 

7695 

2, 

01 

222.  2*^ 

110. 46 

4. 

3738 

9/81 

9000000 

75625 

125000 

1. 

65 

119.01 

72.00 

5. 

3736 

6/81 

1400000 

4887 

26100 

5. 

34 

286.47 

53.64 

6. 

3736 

3/80 

550000 

7200 

14000 

1. 

94 

76.  39 

39.  29 

7. 

3722 

7/80 

7000000 

19199 

111421 

5. 

80 

364.60 

62.  82 

S. 

3725 

4/80 

2814000 

10818 

70000 

6. 

47 

260. 12 

40.20 

9. 

3721 

ESCROW 

2500000 

9500 

30000 

3. 

16 

263. 16 

83.  33 

-3-G  ZONE: 

1 . 

3703 

12/82 

4500000 

8250 

53000 

6. 

42 

545. 45 

84.91 

-3-R  ZONE: 

1  . 

3706 

1  /  O  J 

1 1000000 

12900 

31036 

6. 

28 

852. 71 

135. 74 

3706 

1  n  /  R  n 

1 3000000 

1  7000 

1 40000 

8. 

24 

764. 71 

92.  86 

3. 

3705 

Q  /  ft  n 

4300000 

12000 

80000 

6. 

67 

400.00 

60.  00 

-1  ZONE: 

1  . 

3525 

EARLY 

82 

545000 

750O 

1 0000 

1. 

33 

72.  67 

54  50 

o 

3751 

EARLY 

82 

1 5OO00O 

1 2000 

13600 

1  . 

13 

125. 00 

110  "^9 

3752 

i.  L  /  /  3 

50O00O 

1 6000 

9600 

- 

60 

31 . 25 

5*^  oa 

4. 

3760 

11/81 

1 2OO00O 

12732 

12700 

1 . 

00 

94.  25 

94  49 

cr 

3744 

EARLY 

82 

40000000 

151250 

300000 

1. 

98 

264.46 

1 33  m 33 

6. 

3750 

1 720000 

43862 

0 

• 

00 

39.  21 

7. 

3763 

5/81 

3250000 

37000 

148000 

4. 

00 

S7.  84 

21 .  96 

e. 

3755 

5/81 

740000 

3250 

9750 

3. 

00 

227. 69 

75.  90 

9. 

3776 

10/80 

510000 

8544 

0 

- 

00 

59.  69 

10. 

3529 

EARLY 

82 

2400000 

60000 

0 

• 

00 

40.  00 



1 1 . 

3549+ 

EARLY 

82 

6500000 

1 63000 

100000 

- 

61 

39.  88 

65 . 00 

12. 

3775 

1/81 

1750000 

8595 

34000 

3. 

96 

203. 61 

51 . 47 

13. 

3776 

EARLY 

82 

825000 

5320 

12040 

2. 

26 

155. 08 

68.  52 

14. 

3776 

11/80 

650000 

5380 

1 7000 

2. 

89 

1 10. 54 

38.  24 

15. 

3764  + 

1 1/80 

1 0000000 

92375 

462000 

5. 

00 
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APPENDIX  B 

Alternative  Site  Maps  and  Parcel -Level  Data 
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3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  1    (FALSTAFF  BREWERY) 
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635777  .  574715 


SITE02-1 


•.AND  VALUE  STUDY 

JITE  2    (SEAL'S  STADIUM) 


C.B. 

='ARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 



15TH  ST  R.O.W. 

16000 

0 





HAMPSHIRE  ST  R.O.W. 

33200 

0 

3920 

1 

RENOVATED  WAREHOUSE 

20000 

68000 

3 

ANTIQUES/ IMPORT  DEALER 

13800 

13000 

4 

UNKNOWN  BUSINESS  USE 

11200 

22000 

5 

WHOLESALE  FOOD  COMPANY 

10000 

10000 

6 

COSTUME  RENTALS 

5700 

6000 

7 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL  ABOVE 

5800 

8000 

7A 

UNKNOWN  USE 

2001 

2000 

7B 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1819 

1000 

7C 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1922 

2000 

a 

RESIDENTIAL  -   1  UNIT 

2850 

1000 

9 

RESIDENTIAL  -   1  UNIT 

2850 

2000 

3921A 

4 

VACANT  LOT  &  BLDG. 

79000 

2000 

3 

VACANT  LOT 

5000 

0 

39^2A 

* 
1 

HUbltbb  Lunr'ftNY 

1  jOOO 

75000 

lA 

HOSTESS  COMPANY 

29OO0 

145000 

HOSTESS  COMPANY 

16000 

80000 

3930A 

1 

LARGELY  VACANT  COMMERCIAL  +  PARKING 

347760 

540000 

3931  A 

1 

COMMERCIAL 

13950 

25000 

ABC  TOWING 

3050 

0 

3 

ABC  TOWING 

23000 

8000 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

660902 
15.  17 

1010000 

I 

I 
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JITE03-1 


LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  3    (FRANKLIN  SQUARE) 


C.B.   PARCEL  DESCRIPTION  LOT  AREA  BLDG  AREA 






17TH  ST  R.D.W. 

50 1 60 

0 





HAMPSHIRE  ST  R.O.W. 

64000 

0 

3962 

7 

CHEVRON  STATION 

15625 

2000 

8 

CAR  WASH 

11250 

1000 

1 1 

SHELL  STATION 

14100 

2000 

10 

MEDICAL  OFFICES 

15900 

49000 

12 

PARKING  LOT 

13750 

0 

13 

VACANT  LOT 

9375 

0 

3963 

1 

FRANKLIN  SQUARE 

192000 

0 

3971 

1 

MUNI   STORAGE  &  REPAIR  FACILITY 

192000 

aaooo 

3973 

1 

SIGN  COMPANY 

30000 

58000 

-> 

UNKNOWN  COMMERCIAL  USE 

5000 

5000 

2A 

WAREHOUSE 

5000 

5000 

2C 

PRODUCTION  COMPANY 

15000 

30000 

29 

COMMERCIAL 

5000 

5000 

2E 

COMMERCIAL 

5000 

4000 

2D 

COMMERCIAL 

15O00 

15000 

OTAL 

658160 

264000 

ACRES  15.11 
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JITE04-1 


LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  4    (SHOWPLACE  SQUARE) 


C.  B.  1 

PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

CHANNEL  ST  R.O.W. 

153800 

0 

HOOPER  ST.  R.O.W. 

57750 

0 

3807 

1 

GOLDEN  GATE  SALVAGE 

72000 

20000 

2 

GOLDEN  GATE  SALVAGE 

20023 

9000 

4 

GOLDEN  GATE  SALVAGE 

44375 

20000 

8 

GOLDEN  GATE  SALVAGE 

25660 

9000 

1 1 

GOLDEN  GATE  SALVAGE 

14600 

0 

3808 

1 

GREYHOUND  MAINTENENCE 

194112 

31000 

2 

GREYHOUND  MAINTENANCE 

375 

0 

3820 

1 

GREYHOUND  MAINTENANCE 

198000 

160000 

TOTAL 

ACRES 


780695  249000 
17.92 


ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 
3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 


SITE  5 

(MISSION  BAY) 

r  B.  PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA  BLDG 

AREA 

KING  ST  R.O.W. 

54250 

0 

BERRY  ST  R.D.W. 

63938 

0 

3798  1 

SP  ENGINE  YARD 

213125 

0 

2 

SP  ENGINE  YARD 

186000 

0 

3806  6 

CROSSTOWN  SEWER  OUTLET 

63600 

5000 

7 

SP  YARD 

20000 

0 

B 

SP  MAIN  RAIL  LINES 

28000 

0 

■"□TAL 

628913 

5000 

ACRES  14.44 
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SITE  6 


ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  - 


PHASE  I 


3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 


SITE  & 

(MISSION  BAY) 

C.  B. 

PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 





KING  ST  R.O.W. 

57750 

0 

BERRY  ST  R.O.W. 

68063 

0 

3797 

1 

SP  TERMINAL  YARD 

226875 

0 

2 

SP  FREIGHT  HANDLING  TERMINAL 

198000 

90000 

3805 

1 

1-280  AIR  RIGHTS  R.O.W./SP  YARD 

198000 

40000 

□  TAL 

743688 

130000 

ACRES  17.19 
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SITE07-1 


'.AND  VALUE  STUDY 
JITE  7    (CHINA  BASIN) 


C.B.  PARCEL 


DESCRIPTION 


LOT  AREA  BLDG  AREA 


    BERRY  ST.  R.O.W. 

   2ND  ST.  R.O.W. 

3794  1   CALTRANS  R. □. W. /LEASED  SPACE 

OL  336  2  PORT  MAINTENANCE/LEASED  SPACE 


43106  0 

22688  0 

226875  200000 

307518  260000 


TOTAL 


ACRES 


600187  460000 
13.78 
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JITE08-1 


LAND  VALUE  STUDY 
SITE  8    (MISSION  ROCK) 


C.B.  PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

3SB0  1 

PORT  PROPERTY 

440000 

100000 

PORT  PROPERTY 

192000 

50000 

TOTAL 

632000 

150000 

ACRES  14.51 
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SITE09-1 


_AND  VALUE  STUDY 
SITE  9  (3RD/16TH) 


C.B.   PARCEL  DESCRIPTION  LOT  AREA  BLDG  AREA 


ILLINOIS  ST  R.O.W. 

81760 

0 

3RD  ST  R.O.W. 

16200 

0 

EL  DORADO  ST  R.O.W. 

83214 

0 

3S53 

1 

INDUSTRIAL 

70200 

12000 

INDUSTRIAL 

IIBSO 

0 

3892 

1 

INDUSTRIAL 

131600 

50000 

3940 

1 

INDUSTRIAL 

160800 

20000 

2 

INDUSTRIAL 

54000 

0 

3942 

1 

INDUSTRIAL 

72000 

25000 

X 

INDUSTRIAL 

11880 

0 

PORT  PROPERTY 

244000 

0 

TOTAL  937534  107000 
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ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  - 


PHASE  I 


3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE   10    (MISSION  BAY) 


C.B.    PARCEL  DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

   6TH  ST  R.O.W. 

3944            4  SP  RAILYARDS/LEASED  LAND 

20450 
753400 

0 

20000O 

OTAL 

773850 

200000 

ACRES 

17.77 
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A.    ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.   LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE   11  .(6TH  TO  8TH/MISSI0N  TO  FOLSOM) 


.B.  PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

—  



HOWARD  ST  R.O.W. 

142931 

0 





7TH  ST  R.O.W. 

90750 

0 





MINNA  ST  R.O.W. 

60775 

o 





NATOMA  ST  R.O.W. 

57750 

0 





RUSS  ST  R.O.W. 

50850 

0 

TULIP  ALLEY  R.O.W. 

625 

0 

JULIA  ST  R.O.W.  : 

4580 

0 

CLEMENTINA  ST  R.O.W. 

9625 

0 

RAUSCH  ST  R.O.W. 

19250 

0 

LANGTON  ST  R.O.W. 

19250 

0 

HARRIET  ST  R.O.W. 

24750 

0 

MOSS  ST  R.O.W. 

19250 

0 

UBTOTAL 

508019 

0 

3726 

1 

TAVERN  DOWN/RESIDENTIAL  ABOVE  ■ 

1875 

5625 

2 

HENRY  HOTEL   +  COMMERCIAL 

4500 

31500 

~r 

LAUNDROMAT 

1875 

1875 

4 

'PEOPLE'S  PARK 

5625 

0 

1 00 

PAVED  PARKING 

3750 

0 

101 

PAVED  PARKING 

5625 

0 

103 

PAVED  PARKING 

8090 

0 

105 

HOTEL  +  COMMERCIAL 

6400 

32000 

106 

PRINT-OUT  COMPANY 

2125 

4250 

107 

LIOUOR  STORE  +  COMMERCIAL 

2975 

8925 

1  09 

MEDICAL  SUPPLIES 

3825 

3925 

109 

rw^VF'DN   CAP   WA^H    +  PARKING 

61215 

#  w  ^' W 

1  10 

AUTO  CLINIC 

16000 

1 6000 

1  1 1 

PAINT  SUPPLIES 

4000 

8000 

112 

PAWNBROKER' 

2125 

2125 

1  13 

PAVED  PARKING 

4250 

0 

UBTOTAL 

134255 

121625 

3726 

5 

RESTAURANT/PARTIALLY  VACANT 

2250 

6750 

6 

HOTEL  PONTIAC 

5750 

22000 

7 

VACANT  LOT 

3750 

0 

8 

UNITED  HOTEL  +  COMMERCIAL 

3750 

7500 

57 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1575 

3300 

57A 

COMMERCIAL 

1575 

1575 

59 

RESIDENTIAL   -  6  UNITS 

2475 

5200 

59 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1875 

4000 

60 

RESIDENTIAL   -   15  UNITS 

1875 

4000 

61 

RESIDENTIAL   -  4  UNITS 

1875 

2700 

62 

KPOO  RADIO  STATION 

1875 

3750 

63 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

2700 

64 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1875 

2700 

65 

COMMERCIAL 

2700 

5400 

67 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

2550 

4000 

94 

COMMERCIAL  PARKING  (*1.50/DAY) 

9600 

0 

95 

COMMERCIAL  PARKING    ($1.25 /DAY) 

8000 

2500 

96 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

2000 

3000 

97 

RESIDENTIAL   -  5  UNITS 

2000 

3000 

99 

VACANT  RESIDENTIAL 

2000 

3000 

JBTOTAL 

61225 

87075 

\.   ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH 


-  PHASE  I 


3.   LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  11  (CONTINUED) 


PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

3726 

68 

COMMERCIAL 

1875 

Z75C 

69 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

340C 

70 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1875 

340C 

71 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

1875 

220C 

72 

VACANT  LOT 

1875 

c 

73 

RESIDENTIAL  -  5  UNITS 

1875 

280C 

74 

RESIDENTIAL  -  5  UNITS 

1875 

220C 

75 

COMMERCIAL 

1875 

250C 

76 

CITY  REFRIGERATION 

1875 

375C 

77- 

-90/114/117 

AMERICANA  MOTEL 

23925 

7000C 

87 

PAVED  PARKING 

2000 

c 

88 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

2200 

520C 

B9 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

2000 

540C 

90 

TRANSMISSION  REPAIRS 

2550 

240C 

91 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

230C 

92 

MEDICAL  LABORATORY 

1875 

220C 

93 

SOUTH  OF  MARKET  HEALTH  CENTER 

3075 

460C 

SUBTOTAL 

61375 

1 1660C 

3726 

9 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

3375 

1012S 

10 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

7350 

4400'; 

1  1 

VACANT  BLDG 

8730 

3500C 

12 

ELECTRICAL  SUPPLIES 

3330 

666( 

13/15 

PAVED  PARKING 

13770 

c 

17 

OFFICE  PRODUCTS  COMPANY 

2800 

250C 

IS 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 

2800 

630C  1 

19 

LITHOPLATE  SERVICE 

3600 

360( 

46 

RESDIENTIAL  t,3  UNITS 

2700 

730'. 

47 

COFFEE  SERVICE  COMPANY 

5395 

539; 

50 

PAVED  PARKING 

1875 

( 

• 

51 

VACANT  LOT 

1875 

C 

52 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS  . 

1875 

300< 

53 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

300(  J 

54 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

300cj 

55 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

450C 

SUBTOTAL 

65100 

134SSC 

l-4'2 


i 


.   ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.   LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE   11  (CONTINUED) 


C.B. 

PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

3726 

20 

AUDIO  ENGINEER 

4050 

5400 

21 

PAVED  PARKING 

1800 

0 

22 

COASTLINE  COMPANY 

5400 

10800 

24 

COMMERCIAL 

2250 

2250 

25 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

2250 

6750 

26 

MACHINE  SHOP 

8250 

16500 

27 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 

2250 

6000 

28 

PAINTING  St  DECORATING  COMPANY 

2033 

4000 

29 

COMMERC I AL / RES I DENT I AL 

2250 

6000 

30 

AUDIO  ENGINEER 

2250 

4500 

31 

PAVED  PARKING 

2250 

0 

32 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 

5400 

16200 

33 

VACANT  LOT 

.  1875 

0 

• 

34 

RESTAURANT 

1875 

3750 

35 

LIGHTING  FIXTURES 

1875 

3750 

36 

VACANT  LOT 

1875 

0 

37 

VACANT  LOT 

1875 

0 

37A 

VACANT  LOT 

1960 

0 

38 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1875 

4600 

O  T 

1975 

40 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

3000 

41 

RESIDENTIAL  -   1  UNIT 

1875 

1000 

42 

PAVED  PARKING 

1875 

0 

...  . 

43 

PAVED  PARKING 

1875 

0 

44 

PAVED  PARKING 

1875 

0 

45 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

1375 

5200 

UBTDTAL 

- 

66818 

104500 

3727 

1 

HOTEL  +  COMMERCIAL 

22125 

75000 

89/91 

AUTO  REPAIR 

15750 

27750 

■94 

SEWING  MACHINE  EXCHANGE 

4000 

8000 

95 

UNPAVED  PARKING  LOT 

1875 

0 

<r  O 

WAP^MT    PI  IT!  HTWR 

97 

COMMERCIAL 

4000 

1750 

98 

PARKING  LOT  (S1.25/DAY) 

6240 

0 

101 

COMMERCIAL 

4000 

8000 

102 

LIGHTHOUSE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

4000 

8000 

103 

COMMERCIAL 

12000 

64060 

125 

COMMERC I AL 

4500 

9000 

UBTOTAL 

84615 

2 1 0000 

3727 

108 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

3200 

8600 

109 

COMMERCIAL 

9600 

1 9200 

1  1  T 

p(-iMMpc-r  T        /pec  T  OPWT  T  Al 

1430 

:  114 

OFFICE  MACHINES 

1170 

2340 

117 

PARKING  LOT 

1600 

0 

1  18 

COMMERCIAL 

3200 

3200 

120 

COMMERCIAL 

8000 

32000 

134 

PARKING  LOT 

2600 

0 

135 

PG  £f  E  SUBSTATION 

10000 

1 0000 

UBTOTAL 

1-43 

40800 

78200 

ft.   ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  11  (CONTINUED) 


DESCRIPTION 

1  riT  ARPA 

RI  HR  ^RCTA 
01— U13  HrMlH 

37*^7  "> 

CARRIAGE   INN  MOTEL  Ic  PARKING 

8000 

4 

DEADLINE  PRINTING 

3750 

3750 

5 

COMMERCIAL 

3750 

3750 

43 

COMMERCIAL 

1875 

1875 

44 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

50OO 

45 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

Wm  W  W 

46 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

17*^5 

3200 

47 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

^  ^ 

5400 

49 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1875 

COMMERCIAL 

1  875 

5000 

WW 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1  875 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1  875 

soon 

COMMERCIAL 

1  R7S 

VACANT  RESIDENTIAL 

1  S7S 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

■^7S»') 

0  / 

.RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1  fl7S 

57 

COMMERCIAL 

1  87S 

RESIDEMTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1  8  75 

5? 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

1  875 

0  V  *^  V 

COMMERCIAL 

1  P75 

^1  />^'> 

COMMERCIAL 

22 1  20 

4  1  '^5<*) 

COMMERCIAL 

'>990 

PAINTING  DECORATING 

COMPANY 

1  "^80 

65 

MACHINE  SHOP 

1  390 

X  ^  w  ^ 

65  A 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1  390 

^  w  ^'  >»• 

6<j 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

PARKING  LOT 

4  1  40 

0 

70 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

34  50 

Ai'jOO 

www  w 

71 

COMMERCIAL 

^  ^'  ^ 

w  w  •to' 

COMMARCIAL  PARKING  (*2 

. 00/DAY) 

7"* 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

4S('»n 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

74 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

^  \J  \J  \p/ 

www 

75 

RESDIENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

7A  /77 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

*t  0  J  J 

7Q 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1  Ann 

63 

COMMERCIAL 

2000 

4000 

24 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

2000 

3400 

85 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

2000 

3400 

S6 

RESIDENTIAL  -  12  UNITS 

2000 

5200 

136 

COMMERCIAL  PARKING  ($1 

. 25/DAY) 

7800 

0 

SUBTOTAL 

123470 

210505 

1-44 


ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.   LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE   11  (CONTINUED) 


-  J.B.  PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

3730  14 

WAREHOUSE 

4000 

8000 

15 

LIGHTING  SUPPLIES 

14600 

14600 

75-80 

PARKING  LOT 

18200 

1400 

82 

VACANT  BUILDING 

8400 

16800 

84 

CHILD  CARE 

CENTER 

2S00 

5000 

85 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  3 

UNITS 

2800 

.  5000 

86 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  3 

UNITS 

2800 

5000 

87 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  3 

UNITS 

2800 

5000 

88 

COMMERC I AL / RES I DENT I AL 

5600 

11200 

89 

VACANT  BUILDING 

2800 

5600 

90 

SHIPPING  COMPANY 

2800 

5600 

91 

CITY  PARK/PLAYGROUND 

9375 

0 

93 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  2 

UNJ  TS 

1875 

2500 

94 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  6 

UNITS 

1875 

4500 

95 

COMMERCIAL 

1875 

1600 

96 

CONTRACTOR 

1875 

0 

97 

RESIDENTIAL 

_  2 

UNITS 

1875 

3500 

93 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  4 

UNITS  . 

1875 

3500 

99 

VACANT  LOT 

1875 

0 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  3 

UNITS 

101 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  3 

UNITS 

1875 

4500 

102 

RESIDENTIAL 

-  4 

UNITS 

1875 

3600 

103 

UNPAVED  PARKING 

1875 

0 

1 04 / 1 05 

GRAPHICS  COMPAN 

5250 

10500 

JUBTOTAL 

102850 

121000 

18 

ELECTRIC  COMPANY 

5000 

8000 

19 

PLATING  COMPANY 

3400 

45O0 

20-24 

APPAREL  MANUFACTURER 

18800 

16000 

25 

FENCING  SUPPLY  COMPANY 

4000 

8000 

26 

COMMERCIAL 

4250 

6400 

27 

COMMERCIAL 

4000 

9000 

28 

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL 

6000 

1 2000 

29 

IMPORT  COMPANY 

.  6000 

18000 

30 

PARKING  LOT 

1875 

0 

31 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1875 

3200 

49/51 

PARKING  LOT 

6090 

0 

53 

ELECTRIC  COMPANY 

1450 

2800 

54 

RESIDENTIAL  -  1  UNIT 

1450 

1200 

55 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS 

1450 

2500 

56 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

1450 

1250 

57 

VACANT  LOT 

1450 

0 

58 

VACANT  BUILDING 

1450 

2500 

59 

ST  VINCENT  DEPAUL 

5800 

1 1600 

60 

IMPORT  COMPANY 

8400 

14000 

61 

RESIDENTIAL  -  12  UNITS 

5600 

12600 

63 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

280O 

5000 

64 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

2800 

5000 

65 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

2800 

5000 

66 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

2SOO 

5000 

67 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

2800 

5000 

68 

RESIDENTIAL  -  2  UNITS  . 

2800 

2200 

69 

VACANT  LOT                               ,  . 
COMMERCIAL  "^^ 

2800 

0 

70/72 

16900 

33600 

A.   ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.   LAND  VALUE  STUDY 
SITE  11  (CONTINUED) 


C.B.  PARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

3730 

32 

CALIFORNIA  PRINTING 

13661 

28000 

34/35 

BINDING  COMPANY 

7219 

9000 

36 

PARKING  LOT 

4125 

0 

37 

PARKING  LOT 

3781 

0 

38 

CLUB  BATHS 

18906 

21000 

39 

SEQUOIA  PRESS 

2250 

4000 

40 

COMMERCIAL 

2100 

4200 

40A 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

2 

UNITS 

1450 

2500 

41 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

2 

UNITS 

1450 

2500 

42 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

3 

UNITS 

1450 

2500 

43 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

1 

UNIT 

1450 

3500 

44 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

UNITS 

1450 

2600 

45 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

2 

UNITS 

1450 

2600 

46 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

6 

UNITS 

2900 

5000 

45 

PARKING  LOT 

5760 

0 

SUBTOTAL 

69402 

87400 

3731 

1 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

1 0000 

35000 

o 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

3875 

7500 

3 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

4000 

11500 

4 

AUTO  REPAIR 

9625 

19250 

10 

VACANT  LOT 

7875 

0 

1 1 

BAR 

2250 

2250 

12 

COMMERCIAL 

13125 

13125 

1 1 1 

VACANT  LOT 

21375 

0 

113 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

7 

UNITS 

3750 

9500 

115 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

6 

UNITS 

•  1873 

3000 

116 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

1 

UNIT 

1500 

2800 

117 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

6000 

1 0000 

SUBTOTAL 

85250 

121925 

3731 

15 

COMMERCIAL 

5550 

5000 

18 

CONTRACTOR 

2000 

2000 

19 

PARK  HOTEL 

4000 

12000 

20 

AUTO  SUPPLY 

2000 

4000 

88 

VACANT  RESIDENTIAL 

3033 

7500 

89 

COMMERCIAL 

13658 

13500 

91 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

6 

UNITS 

3000 

7500 

92 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

6 

UNITS 

2500 

6000 

93 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

3 

UNITS 

2500 

5000 

94 

COMMERCIAL 

28000 

75000 

95 

UNION  HALL 

1 8000 

99 

COMMERCIAL 

3691 

7400 

101/102 

PARKING  LOT 

3750 

0 

103 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

2 

UNITS 

1875 

4500 

104 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

3 

UNITS 

1913 

4500 

105 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

UNITS 

1838 

4500 

109 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

2 

UNITS 

1725 

4500 

110 

RESIDENTIAL  - 

6 

UNITS 

2025 

4500 

SUBTOTAL 

1-46 

96242 

185400 

ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  11  (CONTINUED) 


C.B.  PARCEL 


DESCRIPTION 


LOT  AREA  BLDG  AREA 


3731 


:3UBT0TAL 


21 

COMMERC I AL /RES I DENT I AL 

5000 

7500 

23 

VACANT  BUILDING 

2000 

2500 

24 

uunnc.Ku  I RL 

4540 

13620 

26 

CunnERCIftL 

2000 

4000 

27 

COnnERCI AL 

1960 

3920 

58 

INDUSTRIAL 

STORAGE 

5625 

0 

60 

RESIDENTIAL 

2 

UNITS 

1800 

3000 

61 

RESIDENTIAL 

2 

UNITS 

1800 

3000 

62 

RESIDENTIAL 

2 

UNITS . 

1800 

3000 

62A 

RESIDENTIAL 

6 

UNITS 

2250 

4200 

63 

RESIDENTIAL 

3 

UNITS 

1350 

2500 

66 

RESIDENTIAL 

4 

UNITS 

1875 

3000 

67 

RESIDENTIAL 

r> 

UNITS 

1875 

2000 

68 

COMMERCIAL 

1875  . 

1875 

69 

RESIDENTIAL 

2 

UNITS 

1875 

3000 

70 

RESIDENTIAL 

UNITS 

1875 

3000 

71 

ENGRAVING  COMPANY 

3750 

7500 

72 

RESTAURANT  EQUIPMENT 

6515 

12000 

73 

COMMERC I AL/RES I DENT I AL 

2125 

4250 

74 

COMMERCIAL 

4250 

8500 

76 

RESIDENTIAL 

4 

UNITS 

1913 

3500 

77 

COMMERCIAL 

4942 

9800 

78 

COMMERCIAL 

2500 

5000 

79 

RESIDENTIAL 

4 

UNITS 

2500 

4000 

SO 

INDUSTRIAL  STORAGE 

2500 

0 

ei 

COMMERCIAL 

2500 

5000 

82 

RESIDENTIAL 

6 

UNITS 

3000 

7500 

83 

RESIDENTIAL 

6 

UNITS 

3000 

7500 

84 

COMMERCIAL 

5000 

9000 

86 

COMMERCIAL 

4000 

4000 

87 

COMMERCIAL 

4500 

1500 

119 

COMMERCIAL 

3750 
96245 

7500 
156665 

3731 


30 

COMMERCIAL 

31 

COMMERCIAL 

33 

MOTEL 

35/37 

PARKING  LOT 

40 

MACHINE  SHOP 

41 

HOTEL  +  COMMERCIAL 

42 

LIGHTHOUSE  POR  THE  BL 

43 

COMMERCIAL 

44 

RESIDENTIAL   -  4  UNITS 

46 

RESIDENTIAL  -  4  UNITS 

52 

RESIDENTIAL   -  3  UNITS 

53 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

54 

RESIDENTIAL  -  3  UNITS 

54A 

RESIDENTIAL  -  6  UNITS 

55 

RESIDENTIAL  -  1  UNIT 

1 

ELEVATOR  COMPANY 

124 

COMMERCIAL 

125 

VACANT  RESIDENTIAL 

SUBTOTAL 


6400  1 500 

8000  1 2000 

5760  17280 

22260  1500 

4125  5500 

2250  6000 

ND                                    11 700  35000 

4800  9600 

1 875  3200 

1875  3200 

1920  4500 

1920  4500 

1920  4500 

1920  4500 

2000  3600 

2000  6000 

200O  2000 

1_47                             4400  13200 

87125  137530 


^.    ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 

3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE   12  DM') 


^ARCEL 

DESCRIPTION 

LOT  AREA 

BLDG  AREA 

RITCH  ST  R.U.M. 

19250 

0 

ZOE   ST  R. U. W. 

m 

19250 

0 

WELSH   ST  R.U.M. 

15400 

0 

FREELUN   ST  R.U.M. 

15400 

0 

4 

PAVED  PARKING  LOT 

9250 

0 

5 

EAST— WEST  LEATHERS 

1 1730 

17600 

7 

CDnnERCIAL  —  3  TENANTS 

2400 

4800 

8 

RESIDENTIAL  —   lOO  UNITS 

21 600 

64800 

1  1 

CunnERCIAL  —   3  TENANTS 

5B80 

1 1760 

1 S 

CDnnERCIAL  —   2  TENANTS 

1875 

3750 

16 

CDnnERCIAL  —  2  TENANTS 

7500 

22500 

1  V 

CDnnERCIAL  —   o  TENANTS 

5600 

1 1 200 

2U 

^  n  k<i  k<«  r~         t  ^  i              "t     t*     k  t  a.  k  i 

CDnnERCIAL  —   o  TENANTS 

3990 

60o0 

21 

COMMERCIAL  —  2  TENANTS 

4810 

9620 

24 

VACAN 1  LOT 

2000 

0 

25 

UNITED  CALIF  BRANCH  BANK 

36000 

10000 

27 

ATLAS  HEATING  S<  VENTILATION 

4 125 

825u 

28 

PICTURES  PLUS 

3875 

2600 

30 

1  1  A  ^  A  k  1  ^     rs  1    n  ^     •  1 

VACANT  BLDG  5^  LOT 

4  400 

1 600 

^-2 

DECORATIVE  PLANT  SERVICE 

2800 

2000 

34 

MARINA  AUTO  BODY 

111  00 

1 5000 

38/39 

JAMES  AUTO  SALVAGE 

6000 

0 

40 

EARL  SCHIEB  AUTO  BODY 

9200 

18400 

4  1 

VACANT  BLDG 

2u000 

80000 

42/43 

PIPE  YARD 

3200 

0 

44 

NICK  S  AUTO  REPAIR 

3210 

321 0 

49 

COMMERCIAL  -  3  TENANTS 

2400 

4800 

50/52 

STANDARD  MECHANICAL  COMPANY 

34800 

408<:>0 

57-61 

VACANT  PAVED  LOT 

1 1 600 

0 

62 

BERWICK  EXTRACTION  COMPANY 

6600 

9000 

63 

PAVED  PARKING  LOT 

4600 

0 

77 

JOHN  ALLEN  COMPANY 

2000 

2000 

80 

APERSEY  COMPANY 

8800 

12000 

85 

PACIFIC  TELEPHONE  PARKING 

26900 

0 

88-91 

CHARLES  JONES  CONSTRUCTION 

7050 

5100 

92 

VACANT  BLDG 

4130 

4130 

92A 

COMMERCIAL  -  3  TENANTS 

7500 

9900 

93 

VACANT  LOT 

1 500 

0 

94 

COMMERCIAL  -  4  TENANTS 

1031O 

14800 

98 

COMMERCIAL  -  2  TENANTS 

1875 

3750 

99 

COMMERCIAL  -  3  TENANTS 

3750 

7500 

100 

RESIDENCE  -   1  UNIT 

1875 

2800 

101-2 

VACANT  LOT 

4500 

0 

105 

RESIDENCE  -   1  UNIT 

1875 

2500 

106 

VACANT  RESIDENCE  -  1  UNIT 

1875 

2500 

113 

US  POST  OFFICE  BRANCH 

7200 

6000 

114 

COMMERCIAL  -  6  TENANTS 

5320 

10640 

1  15 

COMMERCIAL  -   14  TENANTS 

31810 

160000 

117 

U-JIN  ENTERPRISES 

SCHUBERTH  BOOKBINDERY  ^"^^ 

lOOOO 

20000 

118 

2400 

4800 

TOTAL 


450515 


6161 10 


SITE  13 


A.   L'^LTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 


3.    LAND  VALUE  STUDY 

SITE  13    (RINCON  HILL) 


C.B.   PARCEL  DESCRIPTION  LOT  AREA  BLDG  AREA 




— — 

HARRISON  ST  R.O.W. 

70330 

0 





hAIN  ST  R.O.W. 

90750 

0 





BEALE  ST  R.O.W. 

90750 

0 

3745 

1 

GOLDEN  GATE  TRANSIT    (OWNED  BY  STATE) 

75625 

1500 

II 

2 

US  FEDERAL  RECORDS  CENTER 

75625 

450000 

3746 

I 

US  POST  OFFICE  FREIGHT  HANDLING 

151250 

500000 

3747 

1 

COMMERCIAL  PARKING  LOT  (Sl.OO/DAY) 

29563 

0 

II 

IB 

VACANT   INDUSTRIAL  BLDG 

46063 

140000 

3766 

5 

COMMERCIAL  PARKING  LOT  (S1.50/DAY) 

38300 

o 

3767 

1A/J2 

CHRISTIE  MACHINE  WORKS 

36960 

20000 

11 

13 

STATE  R.O.W.  (EMBANKMENT) 

3040 

0 

H 

3/4 

CALTRANS  MAINTAINENCE  YARD 

94530 

8000 

3768 

1 

MULT I -TENANT  WAREHOUSE  STRUCTURE 

151250 

380000 

TOTAL  954036     ' 1499500 

ACRES  21.90 


1-.51 


SITE14-1 

.AND  VLAND  VALUE  STUDY 
SITE  14    (MISSION  BAY) 


C.B.  PARCEL 


DESCRIPTION 


LOT  AREA  BLOB  AREA 


   KING  ST  R.O.W. 

    BERRY  ST  R.O.W. 

3795  1   RV  PARK 

2  1-230  AIR  RIGHTS/PARKING 

3  RV  PARK 

3S03  5  CHINA  BASIN  BLDG  PARKING 


61250 
63063 
1 1343B 
1 93000 
1 13438 
82500 


O 
O 

o 
o 
o 

o 


i  TOTAL 

i 


ACRES 


636689 
14.  62 
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APPENDIX  C 
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Harding  Lawrson  Auoelat* 


-briiary  22,  1983  ' 
2047,115.04 
Mr.  Jeff  Heller 
Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
Page  2 


Our  rating  of  each  site  is  presented  below. 

Site  No.             Rating                Site  No.  Rating 

1  1                             8  1  * 

2  •                 4                            9  1 

3  4                            10  ,  3 

4  3                            11  2 

5  2                            12  4  . 

6  1                            13  2 

7  3                    .        14  .3 

We  have  attached  summaries  of  the  soil  conditions  and  brief 

discussions  of  the  foundation,  dewatering  and  shoring 
considerations  of  each  site. 

Please  call  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Yours  very  truly. 


Thomas  J.  SI 
Civil  Engin4©t  -  23222 
Harding  Lavf^n  Associates/ 
GeoResources  Consultants 

TJS/JER/cg 

cc:    HNTB-CTMA-Geiger  Berger 

Attention:     Mr.  Don  Crosby 
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Harding  LawKon  AModatM 

2047,115.04 


^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  1 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 
Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  Pill 


0-45 


Soft  Bay  Mud 


45-100 


Dense  Sand 


100-130 


Old  Bay  Clay 


130-145 


The  above  conditions  are  anticipated  near  central  portion  of  site. 

Bedrock  slopes  upward  toward  the  11th  Street/Bryant  Street 
intersection  to  a  depth  of  30  feet. 

Depth  to  ground  water  level  is  approximately  12-14  feet. 


FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Pile  support  necessary  due  to 
presence  of  Bay  Mud  and  generally  variable  soil 
conditions . 

DEWATERING:     Permanent  dewatering  required  for  a  40-foot 
depressed  field.    Approximately  25  feet  of  drawdown  will 
be  required.     High  ground  water  flows  likely  due  to  clean 
sand  fill  blanketing  the  site. 

SHORING:    Several  conventional  systems  possible;  soldier 
pile  and  lagging  or  sheet  piling  possible.     Bay  Mud  may 
exist  at  base  of  excavation  and  would  have  low  lateral 
resistance. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods 
appropriate.     Excavated  material  could  be  used  as  fill. 


OVERALL  RATING:  1 


REMARKS; 
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Ill 

Harding  Lawsen  Asaedatati 

2047,115.04 

vGEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  2 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 

A  few  feet  of  fill  covers  site  with  serpentine  rock  immediately 
beneath  the  fill.    The  serpentine  is  highly  weathered  with  low 
hardness. 

No  ground  water  data  available. 


REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT;  Conventional  shallow  foundations 
such  as  mat. 


DEWATERING:     Little  dewatering  during  construction. 
Inadequate  data  to  assess  long-terra  requirements. 

SHORING;  Possiblie  open  cut  slopes?  inclination  on  rock 
strength  and  fractures. 

EXCAVATABILITY;     Conventional  ripping.  Excavated 
materials  may  be  reused. 


OVERALL  RATING;  4 
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Harding  Lawson  A»»oelat< 

2047,115.04  . 


vGEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.F.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  3 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 

Fill  consisting  of  crushed  serpentine  and  other  materials  5  to  20 
feet  thick  at  southeast  corner  of  site.     Pill  thickness  in  other 
areas  of  site  should  be  less.    Underlying  material  consists  of 
approximately  10  feet  of  stiff  residual  soil  overlying  weathered 
serpentine.     Water  level  observed  25  feet  deep  at  southeast  corner; 
may  be  shallower  elsewhere. 

REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Conventional  shallow  foundations 
such  as  mat  or  footings. 

DEWATERING:     Necessary  to  drawdown  water  table  from  25  to 
about  40  feet  for  both  construction  and  long-term. 
Dewatering  probably  not  very  difficult  due  to  presence  of 
low  permeable  in  materials  below  water  level. 

SHORING:     Depending  on  stadium  location,  open  cutting  in 
weathered  serpentine  or  soldier  pile  and  lagging  with 
tiebacks  or  other  conventional  method  in  soil  above 
serpentine. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods. 
Excavated  materials  could  be  reused. 


OVERALL  RATING:  4 


2047,115 


GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  4 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  Fill 


10-20 


Bay  Mud 

(maximum  depth  about  40  feet) 


7-20 


Firm  Sands  and  Clays 


15-45 


Bedrock  depths. on  the  order  of  50  to  70  feet. 

Ground  water  observed  at  10  feet  in  general  vicinity.  May  be 
expected  at  2  to  7  feet  deep  depending  on  site  topography. 


FOD^DATION. SUPPORT:  Mat  foundation  likely  in  dense  sand 
or  rock  at  greater  than  40  feet  deep. 

DEWATERING:     Dewatering  necessary-  to  drawdown  from  35+ 
feet.    Ground  water  flow  should  be  significant  due  to 
proximity  of  the  China  Basin  Channel  and  presence  of 
clean  sands. 

SHORING:     Tied  back  sheet  pile  shoring  system  feasible; 
however,  presence  of  weak  soils  in  upper  20+  feet  may 
necessitate  internally  braced  system. .  Dense  soils  at 
excavation  level  should  provide  adequate  lateral 
resistance. 

EXCAVATABILITT:     Material  may  be  excavated  by 
conventional  methods.     Bay  Mud  not  reusable;  other 
materials  could  be  reusable  as  fill. 


OVERALL  RATING:  3 


REMARKS: 


Harding  Lawson  AsMclates 

2047,115.04 


^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.F.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  5 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  Pill  (medium  dense) 


10-20 


Soft  Bay  Mud 


20-60 


Firm  Alluvial  Sands  and  Clays 


10-60+ 


Bedrock  depths  vary  from  80  feet  to  as  shallow  as  45  feet  at  corner 
of  7th  and  Hubbell  Streets. 

Ground  water  level  approximately  5  feet  deep;  could  vary  from  2  to  10 
feet. 


FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Deep  foundation  (probably  driven 
piles)  deriving  support  in  alluvial  soils.     Uplift  due  to 
hydrostatic  pressures  may  be  resisted  by  frictional 
resistance.     Firm  soils  may  be  encountered  at  depths  of 
about  10  feet  below  excavation  grade  depending  on 
location. 

DEWATERING:     Necessary  to  drawdown  water  level  30+  feet. 
Ground  water  flow  significant  due  to  granular  nature  of 
fill  and  proximity  of  China  Basin  Channel. 

SHORING:     Adverse  soil  conditions  for  a  deep  excavation. 
Lateral  resistance  can  be  derived  from  firm  sands  and 
clays  below  excavation  bottom. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Material  may  be  excavated  by 
conventional  methods.     Bay  Mud  not  reusable;  other 
material  would  be  usable  as  fill. 


OVERALL  RATING:  2 


REf^ARKS: 
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Harding  Lawson  Assaelata 

2047,115.04 


^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.F.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  6 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  Pill  (medium  dense) 


10-35 


Soft  Bay  Mud 
(over  most  of  the  site;  decreases  to  30 
feet  thick  towards  6th  Street) 


80-100 


Firm'  Alluvial  Sands  and  Clays 


50-100+ 


Ground  water  level  about  3  feet  below* ground  surface;  could  vary  fr 
,  2  to  10  feet  deep. 


FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Deep  foundation  (driven  piles) 
support  necessary.     Support  may  be  derived  below  a  depth 
of  120  feet.    Uplift  resisted  by  frictional  resistance  of 
piles  in  Bay  Hud  or  additional  penetration  of  piles  into 
firm  alluvial  soils.     Firm  soils  may  be  encountered  at 
depths  of  10  feet  below  excavation  grade,  depending  on 
location. 

DEWATERING:     Could  get  high  ground  water  flows  likely 
through  fill  due  to  granular  nature.    Fine  grained 
material  below  fill  will  allow  little  seepage  during 
construction.    Permanent  dewatering  required.  Settlement 
of  surrounding  structures  may  occur  as  a  result  of 
prolonged  dewatering. 

SHORING:    Adverse  soil  conditions  for  a  deep  excavation. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods  may  be 
used.    Bay  Mud  not  reusable;  existing  fill  may  be  reused. 


OVERALL  RATING:  1 


REMARKS: 
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HmrMng  L«wson  Associates 

2047,115.04 


^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.  STADIDM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  7 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS : 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  and  Clayey  Pill 


20-30 


Bay  Mud 


20  (15  feet  near  King 
Street) 


Firm'  Sands  and  Clays 


10-150     (10  feet  near 
King,  150  feet 
near  Embarcadero) 


Bedrock  60  feet  deep  near  King  Street  and  200  feet  deep  near  the 
Einbarcadero. 

Water  levels  less  than  10  feet  below  grade. 


FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Mat  foundation  possible  since  firm 
sands  and  clays  exist  at  about  40  feet  deep.  High 
hydrostatic  uplift  pressures  may  require  hold  downs  or 
subdrain  system. 

DEWATERING:     Large  ground  water  flows  should  be 
anticipated  due  to  proximity  to  S.P.  Bay  and  seawall. 
Excavation  dewatering  difficult  and  expensive.     Need  to 
drawdown  water  table  about  35  feet. 

SHORING:     Shoring  could  be  a  major  construction  cost. 
Slurry  wall  (internally  braced)  may  be  feasible  to 
provide  relatively  watertight  system.    Other  systems  may 
be  appropriate  depending  on  dewatering  approach. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  methods  are  appropriate. 
Bay  Mud  not  reusable;  fill  may  be  reused. 


OVERALL  RATING:  3 


REMARKS: 
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Harding  Law»en  As»oclat* 

2047,115.04 


^•GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  8 
.  ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 

Soil  Type      •  Thickness  (feet) 

Sands  and  Clayey  Pill  20-30 
Bay  Mud  40-80 
Firm  Sands  and  Clays  30-100 

Bedrock  at  depth  of  150  to  200+  feet. 

Water  levels  at  10  feet  deep  or  less. 

REMARKS:  • 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Pile  supported  foundation  most 
likely.     Piles  would  derive -frictional  support  by 
penetrating  firm  sands  and  clays.     Uplift  pressures  could 
be  resisted  by  pile  friction  or  eliminated  by  a  subdrain 
system. 

DEWATERING:     Dewatering  necessary  to  drawdovra  ground 
water  level  from  10  to  45  feet  deep.     Large  ground  water 
flows  should  be  anticipated  due  to  proximity  of  seawall 
and  S.P.  Bay. 

SHORING:  Shoring  a  major  construction  cost  due  to  fill 
and  Bay  Mud  thickness  and  proximity  of  seawall  and  S.P. 
Bay.    Poor  lateral  resistance  at  excavation  level. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods  are 
possible;  some  existing  fill  may  be  reused,  but  Bay  Mud 
should  be  wasted. 

OVERALL  RATING:  1 
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Harding  Law»on  As»eelat»s 

2047,115.04 


vGEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  9 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Pill  (data  very  limited) 


20-30 


Bay  Mud 


30-90 


Firm  Sands  and  Clays 


30-100 


Bedrock  depths:.  80  to  200  'feet, _  '. 
Ground  water  level. about  10  feet  deep; 


REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Pile  support  likely  due  to  variable 
thicknesses  of  Bay  Mud  to  about  90  feet  deep.  Uplift 
pressures  could  be  resisted  by  frictional  resistance 
between  piles  and  adjacent  soil. 

DEWATERING:     Dewatering  necessary,  to  drawdown  from  10  to 
45  feet  deep.    Large  ground  water  flows  should  be 
anticipated  due  to  proximity  of  seawall  and  S.F.  Bay. 
Permanent  dewatering  would  be  difficult  to  reduce  uplift 
pressures. 

SHORING:     Shoring  a  major  construction  cost  due  to  the 
presence  fill  and  Bay  Mud  and  proximity  of  the  site  to 
seawall  and  S.F.  Bay.     Poor  lateral  resistance  at  the 
excavation  level. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods 
appropriate;  fill  may  be  reused,  but  Bay  Mud  should  be 
wasted . 


OVERALL  RATING:  1 
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Harding  LawMn  Assoclt 

2047,115.04 


vGEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  10 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 
Limited  data  available 

Southeast  portion  of  site  consists  primarily  of  undifferentiated 
quaternary  deposits  of  sands  and  clays.    Some  near  surface  serpent! 
and  sandstone  rock  has  been  noted. 

Northwest  portion  of  site  consists  of  fill  overlying  30  feet  of  Baj 
Mud.     The  Bay  Mud  is  underlain  by  firm  sands  and  clays  to  bedrock 
which  reaches  a  maximum  depth  of  about  80  feet  at  the  site's  north 
end. 


•  REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT;     Northwest  Portion;     Mat  foundation 
may  be  possible  if  excavation  level  penetrates  nearly  all 
of  the  Bay  Mud  and  the  mat  v/ould  be  supported  by  firm 
sands  and  clays.     Southeast  Portion;     Mat  foundation 
likely  in  firm  sands  and  clays  or  bedrock. 

DEWATERING;    Very  limited  data;  however  drawdown  in 
neighborhood  of  30  feet  should  be  anticipated. 
Dewatering  quantities  could  be  quite  large  due  to 
proximity  of  S.P.  Bay  and  the  granular  (permeable)  nature 
of  the  deposits. 

SHORING;     Conventional  methods  would  be  appropriate. 

EXCAVATABILITY;     Conventional  excavating  could  be  done, 
except  possibly  at  southeast  portion  where  bedrock  may  be 
encountered  above  excavation  level. 


OVERALL  RATING;  3 
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2047,115.04 


vGEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.   STADIDM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  11 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 

Soil  Type      •  ,  Thickness  (feet) 

Loose  Sand  and  Debris  Fill  15 

Medium  Dense  Sands  5-20 

Soft  Bay  Hud  0-75 
(an  average  of  50  feet  deep  near  east 
corner  of  site  to  no  Bay  Mud  at  west  corner) 

Firm  Clays  and  Dense  Sands  over  100 

Ground  water  level  approximately  13  feet  deep  at  center  of  site 

NOTE:     Site  appears  to  be  located  in  Bay  Mud  trough. 

Soil  conditions  vary  greatly  over  entire  site. 

REMARKS: 

FODNDATION  SUPPORT:  Deep  foundation  (probably  driven 
piles)  support  derived  from  firm  soils  below  Bay  Mud. 

DEWATERING:     Prolonged  dewatering  may  cause  some 
settlement  of  nearby  structures. 

SHORING:     Adverse  soil  conditions  for  a  deep  excavation. 
Lateral  resistance  will  have  to  be  derived  from  soft 
soils  below  excavation. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  excavation  methods  may  be 
used.    Most  of  the  material  above  the  Bay  Mud  may  be 
reused;  Bay  Mud  unsuitable  for  use  as  fill. 


OVERALL  RATING:  2 
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Harding  Lawfton  Assecla< 

2047,115.04 


^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.P.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  12 


ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 


Soil  Type 


Thickness  (feet) 


Sandy  Fill 


1-15 


Loose  Sand 


3-7 


Soft  Bay  Mud 


0-6 


(present  only  near  most  westerly  corner) 

Dense  Sands  and  Stiff  Clays  20+-60+ 
(these  layers  should  be  encountered  at 
bottom  of  excavation) 

Ground  water  encountered  8  feet  deep  on  site. 


REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Mat  foundation  (or  possibly  spread 
footings)  placed  directly  on  dense  sands  at  the 
excavation  bottom. 

DEWATERING:     Large  ground  water  flows  should  be 
anticipated  through  clean  sands. 

SHORING:     Conventional  shoring  method  could  be  used. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  methods  could  be  used. 
Excavated  soils  other  than  Bay  Mud  could  be  reused  as 
fill. 

OVERALL  RATING:  4 
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^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALUATION 
S.F.   STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  13 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS; 

Conditions  vary  significantly  over  site.  Deep  Bay  Mud  to  the  east/ 
bedrock  on  west. 

Soil  Type  Thickness  (feet) 

Sandy  Pill  10-20 

Soft  Bay  Mud  0-35 

Weathered  shale  and  sandstone  bedrock  observed  10  to  55  feet  below 
ground  surface. 

REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT;     End  bearing  pile  support  along 
eastern  area  of  site  may  be  necessary.     Depending  on 
location  within  site,  could  be  mat  or  spread  footings 
founded  on  exposed  bedrock. 

DEWATERING;     Long-term  dewater ing.  may  be  difficult  due  to' 
proximity  of  structures  and  Embarcadero  waterfront. 
Large  flow  quantities  are  anticipated  through  the  sand 
fill.  ■ 

SHORING;     Conventional  methods  would  be  appropriate. 

EXCAVATABILITY;     Conventional  excavating  methods  can 
likely  be  used.     Some  blasting  may  be  necessary.  Other 
material  can  be  excavated  by  conventional  methods.  Bay 
Mud  not  suitable  for  reuse  as  fill;  other  material  will 
likely  be  suitable. 


OVERALL  RATING;  2 
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^GEOTECHNICAL  SITE  EVALDATIOM 
S.P.  STADIUM  COMPLEX 


SITE  NO.  14 

ANTICIPATED  SOIL  CONDITIONS: 
Soil  Type 

Sandy  and  Clayey  Fill 
Bay  Mud 


Thickness  (feet) 

20-30  (thinner  near  Townsend 
and  3rd) 

20+  (0  near  Townsend  and  3rd) 


Firm*  Sands  and  Clays 


0    near  3rd  and  Townsend  to  ' 
feet  at  Berry  Street 


Bedrock  near  the  ground  surface  at  3rd  and  Townsend,  increasing  to 
more  than  120  feet  deep  at  the  Embar cadero. 

Water  levels  10  feet  or  less  in  depth. 


REMARKS; 

FOUNDATION  SUPPORT:     Mat  foundation  possible  since  firm 
sands  and  clays  exist  at  about  40-  feet  deep.  High 
hydrostatic  uplift  pressures  may  require  hold  downs  or 
subdrain  system. 

DEWATERING:    Large  ground  water  flows  should'  be 
anticipated  due  to  proximity  to  S.F.  Bay  and  seawall. 
Excavation  dewatering  difficult  and  expensive.     Need  to 
drawdown  water  table  about  35  feet. 

SHORING:    Shoring  could  be  a  major  construction  cost. 
Slurry  wall  (internally  braced)  may  be  feasible  to 
provide  relatively  watertight  system.     Other  systems  may 
be  appropriate  depending  on  dewatering  approach. 

EXCAVATABILITY:     Conventional  methods  are  appropriate. 
Bay  Mud  not  reusable;  fill  may  be  reused. 


OVERALL  RATING:  3 
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APPENDIX  E 
Matrix  Evaluation 
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"  <iITEHTRI 

..  ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  I 
4.  HATRII  EVALUATION  (APRIL,  1983) 
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'GNCLUSIONS: 

A.'  RANKIH6  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  NITH  SCOPiS. 

1.  SITE  14  24.00 

2.  SITE  6  22.50 

3.  SITE  8  22.00 

4.  SITES  7  13  21.00 

5.  SITE  2  20.00 
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rEWTRZ 

ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  1 


RATRII  EVALUATION 

(APRIL 

,  1983) 

COST  KI6HTED 
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ausiONS: 


RANKIN6  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  WITH  SCORES. 

1.  SITE  14 

28.00 

2.  SITE  9 

27.00 

3.  SITE  4 

26.50 

4.  SITE  7 

25.00 

5.  SITE  2 

24.00 
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«ITEBTRI 

..  ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  1 
4.  HATRII  EVALUATION  (APRIL,  1983) 
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'ONCLUSIONS: 


A.  RANKING  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  NITH  SCORES. 

1.  SITE  14  32.00 

2.  SITE  8  31.00 

3.  SITE  6  29.50 

4.  SITE  7  28.00 

5.  SITE  2  27.00 
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ITEHTRI 

.  ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEARCH  -  PHASE  1 
4.  NATRII  EVALUATION  (APRIL,  19B3) 
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INCLUSIONS: 


RAWINS  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  KITH  SCORES. 

1.  SITE  14  28.00 

2.  SITES  6  I  8  26.00 

3.  SITE  13  25.00 

4.  SITE  7  24.50 

5.  SITE  5  23.50 
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'ONCLUSIONS: 


A.  RANKINS  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  KITH  SCORES. 

1.  SITE  14  31.00 

2.  SITE  6  29.00 

3.  SITE  13  28.00 

4.  SITE  5  27.50 

5.  SITE  3  27.00 


1-80 


.ITEHTRI 

I.  ALTERNATIVE  SITE  SEftKH  -  PHASE  1 
4.  MTRII  EVAL'JATIOK  (APRIL,  1983) 
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tWCLUSIQNS: 

.  RAHXINS  OF  TOP  FIVE  SITES  NITH  SCORES. 

1.  SITE  14  28.00 

2.  SITE  13  26.00 

3.  SITE  6  25.50 

4.  SITE  7  24.50 

5.  SITE  8  24.00 
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2.  DESIGN  and  ENGINEERING 


A.  SCOPE 

The  task  force  has  been  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
investigating  the  impacts  of  a  new  stadium  in  the  downtown 
area.  The  data  contained  in  this  section  of  the  report  attempts 
to  pinpoint  the  major  impacts  of  urban  design,  architecture 
and  engineering.   Its  goal  is  to  answer  the  questions  of  what 
can  be  logically  done  with  a  typical  south-of-Market  site  to 
provide  a  complete,  up-to-date,  multi-use  stadium  facility. 

In  order  to  satisfy  this  goal,  a  program  was  developed, 
alternate  stadia  shapes  were  investigated  and  evaluated, 
alternate  structural  systems  were  studied,  and  a  logical 
form  was  selected  to  be  represented.  Please  note:  the 
selection  of  this  shape  and  structural  system  does  not 
represent  a  recommendation;   it  is  a  demonstration  of  what 
the  study  team  feels  to  be  a  logical  shape,  mass,  structural 
system  and  an  architectural  expression  that  would  be  appropriate 
to  the  site  study  area. 

The  circular  shape,  or  its  derivatives,   such  as  the  octorad, 
was  selected  because  it  responds  to  most  of  the  site  constraints 
and  works  best  to  convert  from  baseball  to  football.     It  is  also 
a  good  shape  to  accomodate  all  of  the  other  uses  that  this 
stadium  will  be  used  for,   i.e.,  basketball,   soccer,  hockey,  cir- 
cus,  rodeo,   conventions,   concerts,  etc. 

The  circle  also  accomodates  the  structural  system  selected  by 
the  study  team  for  "in-depth"  investigation.     The  fixed  cable 
truss  system  that  would  support  tensioned  fabric  is  referred  to 
as  a  tensegrity  dome.     A  major  factor  in  the  selection  of  this 
system  for  demonstration  purposes  is  its  ability  to  provide  an 
operable  section  to  open  up  to  the  sky.     A  300  foot  diameter  sec- 
tion in  the  center  of  the  dome  can  be  opened  up  by  gathering  the 
fabric  on  cables  and  pulleys  to  a  central  storage  gondola. 

The  appearance  of  this  fascinating  architecture  will  be 
striking  from  both  interior  and  exterior  views.     It  will  also 
blend  well  with  the  waterfront.     This  and  other  urban  planning 
considerations  are  explored  further  in  this  report. 
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B.  DATA 


In  developing  a  program  and  demonstration  design  for  a  new 
downtown  stadixam,  the  study  team  called  upon  the  following 
resources : 

1.  The  experience  of  the  team  itself.  The  architects, 
engineers,  and  the  ten  consultants  on  the  team  have 
been  involved  in  most  of  the  major  athletic  facilities 
developed  in  this  country  in  the  past  15  years.  This 
experience  allowed  them  to  call  upon  a  vast  store 

of  firsthand  knowledge  in  the  investigation  of' 
alternatives  and  establishment  of  reasonable  parameters 
for  a  new  facility. 

2.  Data  collected  regarding  the  major  league  stadia 
designed  by  study  team  members  and  others  throughout 
the  USA  (see  chart  entitled  "Stadium  Comparisons"). 

'3.     Data  and  information  gathered  from  City  and  State 
departments  and  agencies. 

4.  Meetings  and  investigations  of  the  City  and  National 
agencies  responsible  for  the  administration  of  building 
codes,   i.e..  City  Building  and  Fire  Departments, 
I.C.B.O.,  etc. 

5.  Meetings  with  and  the  sharing  of  planning  data  with 
the  planners  of  the  China  Basin  Project   (S.P.  Land 
Company)   and  the  China  Basin  Building.    (See  section 
entitled  "Public  Opinion"  for  the  input  from  other 
planners,  neighborhood  groups  and  developers  of 
adjacent  projects.) 

6.  Data  gathered  by  the  Planning  Department  of  the 
City  of  San  Francisco. 

7.  Data  gathered  from  the  major  league  teams,  the 
49'ers  and  the  Giants. 
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GEOTECHNICAL 
A.  SCn^E 


A  knowledge  of  the  soil  and  ground  water  conditions  in  the 
Study  Area  is  essential  if  foundation  costs  are  to  be 
accurately  estimated.     The  geotechnical  engineering  effort  was 
directed  at  acquiring  and  reviewing  existing  subsurface  data 
and  to  present  this  data  in  a  form  useful  in  preliminary 
planning  and  costing.     Existing  information  was  utilized  to  its 
fullest.     Where  adequate  data  was  lacking,  test  borj.ngs  were 
drilled,  as  time  and  budget  permitted.     The  purpose  of  the 
geotechnical  engineering  effort  was  to  evaluate  primary  soil 
and  foundation  engineering  considerations  in  the  Study  Area. 
These  consisted  of: 

1.  Soil  and  ground  water  conditions 

2.  Seismic  considerations 

3.  Probable  foundation  type{s) 

4.  Ground  water  control 

5.  Playing  field  and  interior  floor  slab  support 

6.  Excavation  characteristics  of  subsurface  materials 

7.  Excavation  shoring  and  underpinning 


R.  WA  

Basically,  three  sources  of  data  were  used  to  evaluate  sub- 
surface conditions  within  the  study  area.     These  were  (1) 
internal  information  from  the  study  team  members,   (2)  pub- 
lically  available  information,  and  3)  test  borings  drilled  as 
part  of  this  study.     As  shown  on  the  Site  Plan,  Plate  1,  about 
100  test  borings  have  been  drilled  in  or  around  the  study 
area.     Most  of  these  borings  are  in  the  corridor  bounded  by 
King  and  Channel  Streets.     Many  of  the  borings  were  drilled  by 
HLA  and  GRC.     The  other  boring  logs  were  from  three  sources: 
Caltrans  for  the  Southern  Embarcadero  Freeway  Study;  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  for  the  Channel  Outfall  Project;  and  various 
borings  drilled  for  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority. 

Three  test  borings  were  drilled  for  this  study  where  little 
reliable  data  were  available.     The  location  of  these  borings 
are  shown  on  Plate  1.     They  ranged  from  45  to  70  feet  deep  and 
were  drilled  using  rotary  wash  drilling  equipment. 
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C.  AiTFRNATTVFS 


(Not  applicable  for  the  geotechnical  engineering  section) 


D.  ANALYSIS 


1.  Introduction 

Geotechnical  considerations  will  have  a  major  impact  on 
the  siting  and  cost  of  a  new  stadium  due  to  the  predominately 
poor  soil  conditions  within  the  Study  Area.     Future  settlement, 
seismic  hazards  and  the  need  for  deep  foundation  support 
(piles)  was  evaluated  for  each  site.     With  proper  design,  a  new 
stadium  can  be  developed  within  the  Study  Area;  similar  geotech- 
nical conditions  have  been  encountered  by  existing  major 
developments  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Study  Area  encompasses  a  corridor  about  800  feet  wide 
and  4000  feet  long.     Within  this  area,  the  study  team  has 
selected  three  sites  that  will  be  specifically  evaluated. 
These  have  been  designated  Sites  5  and  7,  which  represent  the 
most  westerly  and  easterly  portions  of  the  Study  Area.     Site  14 
which  is  adjacent  to  Site  7  and  extends  to  Fourth  Street.  The 
subsurface  conditions  underlying  these  three  sites  are  dis- 
cussed in  detail.     Conditions  in  the  remaining  area  bounded  by 
Fourth  and  Sixth  Streets  are  significantly  different  and  could 
impact  the  design  and  cost  of  a  stadium.     The  general  soil 
conditions  in  this  area  are  illustrated  on  the  following 
plates.     However,  their  engineering  impact  has  not  been 
specifically  addressed  since  it  v;as  outside  the  scope  of  this 
study. 

A  recently  completed  171  foot-diameter  waste  water  sewer 
runs  beneath  the  study  area.     Its  alignment  follows  Berry 
Street  between  7th  and  4th  Streets,  along  4th  Street  to  King, 
and  beneath  King  Street  between  4th  and  The  Embarcadero. 
Although  not  discussed  herein,  the  existence  and/or  possible 
alignment  of  this  sewer  must  be  considered. 

2.  Site  Conditions 

a.        General  Setting 

The  Study  Area  generally  falls  in  an  area  formerly 
occupied  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  adjoining  marshlands. 
Plate  2  illustrates  the  approximate  locations  of  the  1852 
boundary  of  the  former  shoreline.     The  soil  conditions  outboard 
(easterly)  of  the  former  shoreline  essentially  consisted  of 
soft  marsh  and  bay  deposits. 
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Reclamation  of  the  Mission  Bay  area  was  accomplished 
by  filling  over  the  marsh  and  bay  deposits.     The  shoreline  as 
we  know  it  today  was  formed  in  the  early  1900's. 

Shown  on  Plate  1  are  the  locations  of  the  existing 
China  Basin  seawall  and  former  wharves.     The  seawall  was 
completed  in  the  early  1900 's  and  is  composed  of  large  rock 
fragments.     It  is  likely  that  the  wharves  were  not  removed  as 
the  area  was  filled,  but  rather  buried  in-place.  Generally, 
the  wharf  decks  were  in  extremely  poor,  rotted  condition.  In 
many  cases  they  were  destroyed  during  filling.     However,  the 
supporting  piles  generally  have  remained  in  sound  condition 
beneath  the  mudline. 

b.        Soil  and  Ground  Water  Conditions 

Using  data  provided  by  test  boring  logs,  generalized 
subsurface  profiles  were  prepared  along  and  perpendicular  to 
Berry  Street.     The  cross-sections  are  presented  on  Plates  3  and 
4;  for  general  discussion  purposes,  the  section  along  Berry 
Street  adequately  illustrates  the  subsurface  conditions  charac- 
teristic of  the  Study  Area. 

As  indicated  on  the  profiles,  the  soil  conditions 
across  the  site  can  be  characterized  by  fill  overlying  soft 
silts  and  clays,  commonly  known  as  Bay  Mud.     Beneath  the  Bay 
Mud  are  sands  and  clays  of  the  Posey  and  San  Antonio  Forma- 
tions.    These  soils  are  underlain  by  Franciscan  Formation 
bedrock.     The  Bay  Mud  is  relatively  shallow  between  Third  and 
Fourth  Streets  (Site  14)  but  exists  as  an  ancient  mud-filled 
valley  up  to  120  feet  deep  between  Fourth  and  Sixth  Streets. 
In  Sites  5  and  7,  to  the  east  and  west.  Bay  Mud  depths  are 
moderate,  extending  to  depths  of  40  to  50  feet  below  the 
existing  ground  surface. 

For  purposes  of  discussion,  we  have  delineated  four 
distinct  soil  and  rock  strata.     The  general  characteristics  of 
these  strata,  which  are  shown  on  the  profiles,  are  summarized 
below: 

Fill :     The  fill  varies  widely  in  both  its  content 
and  density.     It  consists  primarily  of  loose  to  medium  dense 
sand  or  silty  sand,  but  also  contains  construction  debris, 
brick  rubble,  and  refuse.     In  some  areas  behind  the  China  Basin 
seawall,  bay  mud,  dredged  from  the  bottom  of  the  bay,  was  also 
used  as  fill. 

Bay  Mud:     The  Bay  Mud  is  a  highly  compressible 
organic  silt  or  clay  which  is  typically  soft  near  the  upper 
boundary  of  the  layer  and  medium  stiff  at  lower  elevations.  It 
is  a  geologically  recent  deposit  containing  shells,  organic 
matter  and  discontinuous  lenses  of  sand.     In  many  areas  the  mud 
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is  still  consolidating  (i.e,  compressing)  under  the  weight  of 
the  overlying  fill. 

Sands  and  Clays:     The  soils  which  generally  underlie 
the  Bay  Mud  consist  of  interbedded  layers  of  sands  and  clays. 
The  sands  are  fine  grained,  medium  dense  to  very  dense  and 
contain  varying  amounts  of  silt  and  clay.     They  have  moderate 
to  high  strength  and  low  compressibility.     The  clays  have 
moderate  strengths,  low  to  moderate  compressibilities  and  have 
been  consolidated  under  a  higher  pressure  than  exists  today. 
In  many  cases,  distinct  layers  of  Old  Bay  Clay  (an  older  marine 
deposit)  were  encountered.     Irregular  lenses  of  sand  exist 
within  these  clay  layers. 

Bedrock :     Bedrock  consists  of  highly  sheared  and 
deeply  weathered  shales,  serpentinite ,  chert  and  sandstone  of 
the  Franciscan  formation. 

Ground  water  within  the  Study  Area  varies  from  about 
Elevation  -5  to  -10  feet   (San  Francisco  Datum).     This  corres- 
ponds to  depths  of  about  5  to  10  feet  below  existing  grades. 
The  ground  water  levels  are  shown  on  the  profiles  next  to  test 
boring  locations  where  measurements  were  recorded.     The  water 
table  is  expected  to  fluctuate  somewhat  seasonally  and  also 
with  tidal  fluctuations  near  the  bay  and/or  channel. 

c.  Seismicity 

The  Study  Area  is  located  in  the  seismically  active 
San  Francisco  Bay  Region.     Faults  near  San  Francisco  are  known 
to  be  active  and  earthquakes  producing  strong  ground  shaking  at 
the  Study  Area  should  be  expected  in  the  future.     No  active  or 
potentially  active  faults  are  known  to  exist  within  the  Study 
Area . 

Past  earthquakes  that  occurred  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  region  were  associated  with  crustal  movements  generated 
along  well-defined  fault  zones.     The  San  Andreas  Fault,  located 
about  10  miles  west  of  the  Study  Area,   is  capable  of  producing 
the  largest  earthquake.     Historically,   the  largest  known  earth- 
quakes along  the  San  Andreas  fault  occurred  in  1838,  1865,  and 
1906.     The  magnitude  of  the  1906  earthquake  was  estimated  to  be 
8.3  on  the  Richter  scale.     During  the  earthquake,  ground 
shaking  within  the  Study  Area  was  documented.     The  1838  and 
1865  earthquakes  had  magnitudes  of  about  7.0  or  greater  and 
also  caused  severe  damage  in  San  Francisco;  however,   there  is 
relatively  little  documentation. 

Other  major  active  faults  which  could  generate 
earthquakes  affecting  the  Study  Area  are  the  Hayward  and 
Calaveras  Faults.     The  Hay\;ard  Fault,   about  11  miles  east, 
trends  in  a  northwesterly  direction  along  the  base  of  the 
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Berkeley  Hills.     The  Calaveras  fault  passes  east  of  San  Jose 
and  trends  in  a  northwesterly  direction  about  22  miles  east  of 
the  Study  Area.     These  faults  are  capable  of  producing  earth- 
quakes with  Richter  magnitudes  on  the  order  of  7.0  to  7.5  which 
will  cause  strong  ground  shaking  at  the  site. 

The  recurrence  interval  for  an  earthquake  on  the  San 
Andreas  Fault  with  a  magnitude  of  8.3,  would  range  from  100  to 
1000  years.    Along  the  Hayward  and  Calaveras  Faults,  a  maximum 
earthquake  with  a  magnitude  between  7.0  and  7.5  may  recur  at 
100  year  intervals.     Earthquakes  of  smaller  magnitudes  could 
occur  more  frequently  on  all  the  major  faults. 

Two  geologic  discontinuities,  consisting  of  highly 
sheared  rock  zones,  have  been  mapped  in  San  Francisco.  They 
are  the  City  College  Shear  zone,  located  about  7  miles  west  of 
the  Study  Area,  and  the  Fort  Point-Hunter's  Point  Shear  zone, 
about  1  mile  east  of  the  Study  Area.     Both  of  these  shear  zones 
are  considered  to  be  inactive. 

3.  Geohazards 

a.        Seismically  Induced 

Because  of  the  high  potential  for  seismic  activity 
in  the  San  Francisco  area,  future  development  should  be 
designed  to  limit  damage  due  to  seismic  hazards.     As  documented 
by  many  observers,  the  1906  earthquake  caused  severe  damage  to 
buildings  and  utilities  in  the  Study  Area.     The  geohazards  that 
could  occur  at  the  area  during  a  major  earthquake  are  discussed 
below . 

1)        Liquefaction  Potential 

Most  of  the  Study  Area  is  blanketed  by  sandy 
fill  that  is  relatively  loose,  saturated  below  the  ground  water 
table  and  therefore  judged  susceptible  to  liquefaction*.  In 
the  event  of  a  major  earthquake,  liquefaction  in  the  fill  will 
probably  occur.     Many  of  the  ground  failures  that  occurred 
along  the  waterfront  during  the  1906  earthquake  have  been 
attributed  to  liquefaction  of  the  fill. 


Liquefaction  occurs  in  loose,  saturated  granular  soils 
when  water  pressures  within  the  soil  build  up  during 
ground  shaking.     The  pressure  transforms  the  soil  from  a 
solid  to  a  semi-liquid  state,  causing  a  temporary  loss  of 
the  soil's  strength. 
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Soil  liquefaction  can  induce  many  types  of 
ground  failures  such  as  lateral  spreading  and  lurching.  Foot- 
ings supported  on  soil  that  liquefies  could  lose  support. 
Based  on  previous  records,  it  is  anticipated  that  in  areas 
affected  by  liquefaction,  streets  could  crack  and  utilities 
could  rupture.     Buildings  or  structures  supported  on  the  fill 
could  experience  large  settlements,  lateral  displacements  or 
foundation  failures.     The  liquefaction  potential  of  the  fill 
can  be  reduced  by  densifying  the  loose  sand  fill.     The  effects 
of  liquefaction  can  be  minimized  by  supporting  structures  on 
foundations  which  extend  through  the  fill  to  competent  soil 
and/or  rock. 

2)  Soil  Densif ication 

During  an  earthquake,  soil  densif ication  can 
take  place  above  the  ground  water  table  in  the  loose  granular 
fill.     Irregular  surface  settlement  could  result.     This  settle- 
ment will  be  relatively  small,  probably  on  the  order  of  several 
inches,  because  there  is  typically  a  limited  thickness  of  fill 
above  the  water  table.     This  settlement  will  likely  have  little 
impact  on  the  stadium  structure;  however,  it  could  cause 
settlement  of  slabs  and  utilities  adjacent  to  the  structure. 
The  soil  densif icat ion/settlement  concern  can  be  significantly 
reduced  by  densifying  the  fills  using  methods  such  as  vibro- 
f lotat  ion . 

3)  Ground  Shaking 

Severe  ground  shaking  can  be  expected  at  the 
Study  Area  during  major  Bay  Area  earthquakes.     The  stadium 
complex  should  be  designed  to  resist  the  seismic  forces  result- 
ing from  strong  ground  motions.     Ground  motion  characteristics 
at  a  specific  site,   including  amplitude,   frequency  and  duration 
of  motion,  are  dependent  on  the  distance  to  the  earthquake 
fault,  earthquake  magnitude,   the  nature  of  bedrock  motion  and 
the  soil  conditions.     Site  specific  studies  are  required  to 
evaluate  ground  motions  at  the  site. 

4)  Tsunamis  and  Seiches 

Tsunamis  are  sequences  of  long  period  sea 
waves  generated  in  the  ocean  by  earthquake  impulses.  Seiches 
are  periodic  oscillations  of  confined  bodies  of  water  caused  by 
earthquakes.     Even  if  a  large  tsunami  or  seiche  occurred,  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  Study  Area  will  be  inundated.     Based  on  a 
report  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  probable  maximum 
tsunami  wave  8  feet  above  mean  lower  low  water  level  (MLLW) 
could  occur  every  100  years.     A  tsunami  wave  11  feet  above  MLLV7 
could  occur  at  500  year  intervals.     The  highest  of  these  waves 
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would  be  slightly  lower  than  zero  elevation,  San  Francisco 
Datum,  the  approximate  site  elevation.     Based  on  past  earth- 
quake records,  a  seiche  in  the  Bay  Area  will  not  exceed  the 
probable  tsunami  run-up. 

b.  Settlement 

When  the  Mission  Bay  area  was  reclaimed  from  the  San 
Francisco  Bay,  the  Bay  Mud  beneath  the  site  began  to  compress 
under  the  weight  of  the  fill  and  the  area  began  to  subside. 
Estimates  made  by  others  indicate  that  about     2  to  10  inches  of 
settlement  will  occur  over  the  next  50  years.     In  general, 
settlement  will  be  proportional  to  the  thickness  of  the  fill 
and  the  Bay  Mud  beneath  the  site.     If  new  fill  is  placed,  addi- 
tional settlement  will  occur  and  hence,  grading  should  be 
minimized.     Differential  settlement  will  occur  between  the 
ground  surface  and  pile  or  non-fill  supported  structures.  This 
differential  movement  will  have  to  be  compensated  for  at 
entrances  to  the  complex  and  where  fill  supported  utilities 
will  enter  the  structure. 

4 .      Foundation  Support 

The  main  factors  to  be  considered  in  selecting  a  suitable 
foundation  type  for  the  stadium  are  the  structural  loads, 
bottom  elevation  of  the  stadium  structure  and  playing  field, 
thickness  of  the  fill  and  underlying  Bay  Mud  deposits,  and 
depth  the  structure  extends  below  ground  water. 

In  general,  the  stadium  will  be  a  moderately  heavy  struc- 
ture and  one  that  cannot  tolerate  large  differential  settle- 
ments.    As  currently  planned,  the  playing  field  could  be 
situated  at  about  the  elevation  of  the  existing  ground  surface 
(i.e.,  no  significant  excavation)  or  it  could  be  bottomed  as 
deep  as  25  feet  below  ground. 

Foundation  support  must  be  obtained  below  the  fill  and  Bay 
Mud.     These  soils  will  not  provide  adequate  support  for  the 
planned  heavy  structure  since  they  typically  have  low,  variable 
strengths  and  the  Bay  Mud  is  highly  compressible.     All  founda- 
tions should  obtain  support  in  the  underlying  sands  and  clays 
(subsequently  referred  to  as  supporting  soils)  and/or  bedrock. 
The  approximate  elevations  of  the  bottom  of  Bay  Mud  deposits 
(i.e.,  top  of  supporting  soils)  is  presented  on  Plate  5.  Where 
final  subgrade  elevations  for  the  structure  and  playing  field 
are  within  about  10  feet  of  the  supporting  soils,  it  may  be 
economical  to  remove  unsuitable  fill  and  Bay  Mud  and  replace 
them  with  properly  compacted  fill  that  is  capable  of  supporting 
foundations.     Spread  footings  or  a  mat  bottomed  on  the  fill  or 
on  natural  supporting  soils  could  then  be  used.  Where 
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supporting  soils  are  more  than  10  feet  below  subgrade,  pile 
foundations  should  be  used 

Pile  foundations  will  likely  consist  of  precast,  pre- 
stressed  concrete  piles.     The  most  appropriate  pile  type  will 
probably  be  12  inches  square,  designed  to  support  a  dead  plus 
live  load  of  100  tons.     This  value  can  be  increased  by 
one-third  for  total  loads  including  seismic.     For  planning 
purposes,  pile  lengths  should  be  selected  by  assuming  they 
either  penetrate  5  feet  into  bedrock  or  40  feet  into  the 
supporting  soils,  whichever  length  is  shorter.     Actual  pile 
lengths  will  likely  vary  significantly,  depending  on  the 
specific  soil  conditions  beneath  the  structure. 

Spread  footings  or  a  mat  foundation  could  be  used  if  they 
are  bottomed  on  properly  compacted  fill,  the  firm  supporting 
soils  or  bedrock.     Allowable  bearing  pressures  on  these 
materials  will  vary  significantly.     For  select  granular, 
compacted  fill  and  firm  natural  soils,  bearing  pressures  will 
likely  vary  between  5,000  and  15,000  pounds  per  square  foot 
(psf)  for  dead  plus  live  load.     For  planning  purposes,  footings 
should  be  sized  using  a  bearing  pressure  of  7500  psf;  this 
value  can  be  increased  by  30  percent  for  seismic  loads.  Foot- 
ings on  bedrock  will  likely  be  designed  using  bearing  pressures 
of  15,000  to  30,000  psf  with  a  30  percent  increase  for  seismic 
loads.     For  planning  purposes,  an  allowable  bearing  pressure  of 
15,000  psf  should  be  used.     Where  high  uplift  loads  (due  to 
water  pressures)  are  to  be  resisted,  a  mat  foundation  may  be 
appropr  iate . 

Preliminary  foundation  criteria  for  Sites  5,  7  and  14  are 
discussed  below: 

Site  5 :     Site  5  is  underlain  by  about  20  feet  of  sand  fill 

and  20  to  40  feet  of  Bay  Mud.     Beneath  the  Bay  Mud  are  the 

supporting  sands  and  clays  which  extend  to  a  depth  of  about  160 
to  180  feet  where  bedrock  was  encountered. 

Driven  pile  foundations  will  be  appropriate  for  this 
site.     For  planning  purposes,  a  pile  tip  elevation  of  -80  to 
-100  feet  (City  of  San  Francisco  Datum)  should  be  assumed. 

Site  7:     Site  7  is  underlain  by  about  20  feet  of  sand  fill 
which  is  underlain  by  Bay  Mud.     The  top  of  the  supporting  soils 
varies  from  about  Elevation  -20  in  the  west  corner  of  the  site 
to  Elevation  -50  near  the  east  corner.     The  bedrock  surface 
elevation  varies  dramatically  from  Elevation  -45  at  King  Street 
to  deeper  than  Elevation  -200  near  the  China  Basin  Channel. 
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A  driven  pile  foundation  will  likely  be  the  most 
economical  system  for  Site  7.     Piles  will  likely  have  to  be 
driven  at  least  40  feet  below  the  elevations  shown  on  Plate  5. 

Site  14;     Site  14  is  underlain  by  supporting  soil  and/or 
bedrock  at  relatively  shallow  depths  (i.e.,  less  than  20  feet 
below  the  ground  surface).     Hov/ever,  south  of  Berry  Street  the 
Bay  Mud  layer  tends  to  thicken  rapidly.     In  this  southern  area, 
supporting  soils  exist  at  depths  of  40  to  50  feet. 

Shallow  foundations  appear  appropriate  for  a  majority  of 
Site  14.     They  will  bottom  in  either  firm  natural  soils  or 
bedrock.     South  of  Berry  Street,  it  will  likely  be  necessary  to 
use  pile  foundations  driven  to  practical  refusal  in  bedrock. 

5.       Ground  Water  Control 

VJhere  the  stadium  excavation  extends  belov/  the  ground 
water  level  (approximate  El. -8  feet),  temporary  (i.e.,  during 
construction)  dewatering  will  be  required.     On  a  long-term 
basis,  the  structure  should  be  designed  to  resist  uplift  forces 
or  fitted  with  an  underdrain  system  to  eliminate  uplift 
pressures . 

During  construction,  the  most  appropriate  type  of  dewater- 
ing system  will  depend  upon  the  depth  of  the  excavation  and  the 
shoring  system  used.     As  discussed  in  subsequent  sections, 
interlocking  sheet  pile  shoring  will  likely  be  most  appro- 
priate.    This  type  of  system  is  relatively  water-tight  and, 
providing  it  extends  into  Bay  Mud,  should  provide  a  relatively 
water-tight  moisture  barrier  around  the  perimeter  of  the  exca- 
vation.    In  most  situations,  this  will  minimize  seepage  quanti- 
ties and  allow  relatively  simple,  conventional  construction 
dewatering  methods  to  be  utilized. 

Seepage  quantities  should  generally  be  small.     In  Site  14, 
where  highly  fractured  rock  could  be  exposed,  significant 
seepage  could  occur  through  the  bottom  of  the  excavation.  The 
dewatering  methods  will  vary  greatly  depending  primarily  upon 
the  depth  the  excavation  extends  below  the  ground  water  table 
and  the  characteristics  of  rock.     Where  the  excavation  exposes 
rock  and  extends  more  than  5  feet  below  the  ground  water  table, 
dewatering  wells  will  likely  be  required. 

The  playing  field  for  the  depressed  Scheme  would  likely  be 
underlain  by  a  drain  consisting  of  a  gravel  and  sand  blanket  2 
to  4  feet  thick.     Perforated  PVC  collector  pipes  (4-inch- 
diameter)  would  be  placed  within  the  blanket  on  15  to  25-foot 
centers  which  drain  by  gravity  to  pumped  sumps.     Pipes  should 
be  embedded  sufficiently  beneath  the  surface  to  limit  damage 
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from  heavy  equipment.     The  drainage  blanket  should  be  placed  on 
a  surface  covered  with  a  geotextile  fabric  to  limit  the 
migration  of  soil  "fines"  and  possible  clogging  of  the  drain 
system . 

Flow  quantities  into  the  permanent  subdrain  system  will 
vary  significantly  across  the  site,  being  dependent  on  the  type 
of  soil  or  rock  encountered  at  subgrade  level  and  the  excava- 
tion depth.     Where  the  playing  field  is  underlain  by  Bay  Mud, 
seepage  quantities  will  likely  be  comparatively  small.  Where 
the  playing  field  is  underlain  by  rock  or  sandy  soils  (Site 
14),  seepage  quantities  will  be  greater.     The  seepage  quanti- 
ties encountered  at  Site  14  could  be  reduced  by  grouting  the 
materials  below  the  excavation  bottom.     For  preliminary 
planning  purposes,  a  seepage  quantity  of  200  gallons  per  minute 
should  be  assumed. 

It  is  important  that  both  construction  and  permanent 
dewatering  systems  be  designed  so  that  regional  ground  water 
level  is  not  lowered.     This  can  be  accomplished  by  constructing 
a  cutoff  around  the  perimeter  of  the  site.     Sheet  piles 
installed  for  shoring  could  be  used  for  this  purpose.  Sheets 
should  be  designed  as  a  permanent  part  of  the  facility  and 
should  be  protected  from  corrosion.     Special  steel  alloy  sheets 
or  cathodic  corrosion  protection  may  be  required  to  provide 
reasonable  assurance  of  long  life.     An  alternate  shoring  and 
cutoff  scheme  would  be  slurry  wall. 

6.       Support  of  Floor  Slabs  and  the  Playing  Field  Surface 

The  bottom  level  floor  slab  and  the  playing  field  surface 
must  be  able  to  support  reasonably  heavy  surface  loads  that 
could  be  imposed  by  construction  and/or  maintenance  equipment 
along  with  loads  that  may  be  imposed  during  special  programs 
(such  as  heavy  equipment  displays).     Where  the  floor  slab  is 
underlain  by  supporting  soils  or  bedrock,  only  minor  prepara- 
tion will  be  required  (other  than  construction  of  the  under- 
drain).     For  the  at-grade  design,  the  existing  fills  are 
generally  capable  of  supporting  floors  and  a  playing  field 
surface  provided  the  upper  2  to  4  feet  is  cleaned  of  debris  and 
reconpacted.     Where  continued  site  settlement  is  anticipated, 
floors  may  have  to  be  pile-supported  or  designed  to  accommodate 
the  anticipated  future  settlement,  possibly  by  allowing  them  to 
"float" . 

Of  special  concern  is  where  the  playing  field  slabs  must 
be  constructed  on  Bay  Mud.     Where  this  condition  occurs,  the 
area  beneath  the  stadium  should  be  blanketed  with  a  layer  of 
compacted  granular  fill.     This  would  entail  overexcavat ing  5  to 
8  feet  of  Bay  Mud,  placing  a  geotextile  fabric  on  the  bottom  of 
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the  excavation  and  refilling  with  compacted  granular  fill.  The 
present  on-site  sand  fill  would  be  suitable  for  this  purpose. 
The  permanent  slab  underdrain  could  comprise  a  portion  of  this 
fill  blanket.  Fill  placement  and  compaction  would  have  to  be 
done  carefully  to  avoid  disturbing  the  mud  and  creating  "mud 
waves . ■ 

An  alternative  to  the  over excavation  and  replacement 
scheme  would  be  to  use  a  structurally  reinforced  slab  capable 
of  distributing  imposed  loads.     Depending  on  the  intended  use 
of  the  facility,  the  slab  may  be  relatively  thick  and  possibly 
structurally  supported,  to  account  for  the  poor  subgrade 
conditions . 

The  following  briefly  reviews  the  preparation  required  for 
each  site. 

Site  5:     For  a  stadium  depressed  25  feet  below  the  ground 
surface,  the  entire  structure  would  bottom  in  Bay  Mud.  For 
fhis  condition,  a  fill  blanket  5  to  8  feet  thick  covering  the 
entire  area  would  be  required. 

Site  7:     For  a  25-foot-deep  depressed  playing  surface,  Bay 
Mud  would  be  exposed  over  approximately  two-thirds  of  the 
stadium  area.     A  fill  blanket  will  be  required  over  this  area. 

Site  14:     In  general,  competent  soils  and/or  rock  will  be 
exposed  in  a  25-foot-deep  excavation  at  Site  14,  which  will 
provide  stable  subgrade  conditions.     Relatively  minor  earthwork 
will  be  required  to  remove  thin  layers  of  Bay  Mud. 

7.      Excavation  Characteristics  of  Subsurface  Materials 

In  general,  all  of  the  materials  that  will  be  encountered 
in  the  Study  Area  can  be  excavated  with  equipment  that  is 
conventionally  used  in  the  Bay  Area.     The  excavation  costs  for 
each  material  are  distinguished  by  (1)  the  nearness  of  a 
disposal  area,   (2)  their  ability  to  support  construction  equip- 
ment, and  (3)  the  most  efficient  type  of  excavation  equipment. 

Pertinent  characteristics  of  each  strata  are  discussed 
below: 

Fill ;     The  sand  fill  can  be  excavated  with  conventional 
earth-moving  equipment  such  as  loaders  and  dozers.     The  fill  is 
capable  of  supporting  relatively  heavy  loads  without  difficulty 
except  where  Bay  Mud  soils  are  within  3  feet  or  so  of  the 
applied  load.     The  sand  is  reusable  and  frequently  saleable. 
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Bay  Mud:     The  Bay  Mud  is  weak  and  will  not  support  heavy 
construction  equipment.     It  is  frequently  excavated  with  drag 
lines  or  clam-shell  excavators.     Large  excavations  may  require 
the  construction  of  "trestles"  or  comparable  structures  that 
will  facilitate  access  for  excavators.     The  Bay  Mud  is  seldom 
reusable  and  disposal  costs  are  comparatively  hign. 

Sands  and  Clays:     In  general,  the  sands  and  clays  can 
support  construction  equipment.     The  material  is  judged  to  be  a 
moderate  quality  fill  and  is  probably  reusable  and/or  saleable. 
However,  some  of  the  saturated  clayey  soils  may  have  to  be 
wasted.     The  soils  can  be  excavated  with  conventional  earth 
moving  equipment. 

Bedrock :     The  bedrock  consists  of  the  Franciscan  Formation 
and  is  generally  very  fractured  and  sheared.     The  rock  can 
generally  be  excavated  with  conventional  bulldozers  with  single 
or  multiple  rippers.     Occasional  hard  inclusions  may  require 
blasting  but  this  is  not  expected  to  be  extensive.  The 
excavated  material  is  reusable  as  fill  or  is  saleable;  disposal 
sites  are  generally  available. 

8.       Shoring  and  Underpinning 

A  retained  excavation  should  be  considered  where  the 
playing  field  and  structure  will  be  below  grade.     Where  the 
excavation  extends  below  the  ground  water  level   (about  8  feet), 
shoring  should  consist  of  interlocking  steel  sheet  piles  to 
control  ground  water  inflov.  into  the  excavation.     In  general, 
the  sheet  piles  should  extend  at  least  5  feet  into  firm  soil  or 
50  to  80  feet  below  the  ground  surface  where  deep  Bay  Mud 
deposits  are  encountered.     Internal  bracing  will  be  required. 
Grouted  tiebacks  may  be  appropriate  to  restrain  the  upper 
portions  of  the  system  where  sandy  fill  soils  will  be 
encountered.     Where  the  excavation  penetrates  bedrock,  such  as 
at  Site  14,  a  different  type  of  shoring  system  v/ill  likely  be 
required  to  retain  that  portion  of  the  excavation  in  rock  since 
the  sheet  piles  will  be  unable  to  penetrate  these  materials. 
Options  for  the  lower  system  in  rock  may  include  (1)  utilizing 
a  sloping  rock  cut  instead  of  shoring,    (2)  soldier  piles  (set 
and  cast  in  drilled  holes)  which  are  laterally  restrained  by 
grouted  tiebacks,  or   (3)  a  reinforced  shotcrete  facing 
laterally  restrained  by  grouted  tiebacks.     It  is  likely  that  an 
excavation  larger  than  that  required  for  the  structure  will  be 
needed  to  account  for  the  shoring  offset  in  rock. 

In  general,  the  stadium  will  not  abut  any  existing  struc- 
tures.    Thus,  extensive  underpinning  of  adjacent  structures  is 
not  anticipated.     The  shoring  system  should  be  designed  to 
prevent  large  lateral  movements  of  the  sheet  piles  which  would 
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result  in  settlement  of  the  surrounding  ground  surface. 
Excessive  settlement  could  disrupt  utility  services  and  cause 
cracking  and  deterioration  of  sidewalks  and  roads. 

Where  deep  excavations  must  be  made  into  Bay  Mud,  excava- 
tion and  bracing  installation  must  be  carefully  coordinated. 
Sheet  pile  systems  will  deflect  into  the  excavation  because  of 
the  low  strength  of  the  Bay  Mud.     The  longer  the  excavation  is 
left  unbraced,  the  larger  the  lateral  movements  can  be.     It  no 
doubt  will  be  advantageous  to  excavate  the  site  in  carefully 
planned  stages  to  minimize  the  time  the  system  remains 
unbraced.     Lateral  movements  of  several  inches  are  not  uncommon. 

The  following  briefly  summarizes  the  shoring  considera- 
tions for  each  site. 

Site  5 ;     Sheet  piles  should  be  driven  into  the  supporting 
soils  observed  at  depths  betv/een  50  and  80  feet  below  the 
ground  surface. 

Site  7;     Sheet  piles  should  be  driven  into  supporting 
sands  and  clays  which  exist  at  20  to  50  feet  below  the  ground 
surface.     Near  China  Basin,  sheet  piles  may  encounter  old  piles 
and  possibly  portions  of  the  present  seawall. 

Site  14 ;     Sheet  piles  should  be  driven  into  bedrock  and/or 
the  stiff /dense  supporting  soils.     These  soils  were  encountered 
at  relatively  shallow  depths  —  less  than  about  25  feet.  Where 
refusal  in  rock  is  encountered  above  the  bottom  of  the  excava- 
tion, additional  shoring  of  the  rock  will  be  required,  as 
previously  discussed. 


2-16 


2-18 


2-20 


I 


2-21 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Investigation  of  the  urban  planning,  architectural  and  engineer- 
ing alternatives  required  the  establishment  of  a  program  "base." 
This  program  attempts  to  outline  the  space  requirements  of  a 
complete  and  flexible  multi-purpose  stadium  capable  of  staging 
major  league  athletic  events  such  as  football,  baseball,  soccer, 
basketball  and  hockey.     In  addition,   the  program  establishes 
the  space  requirements  for  other  entertainment  events  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  conventions,  exhibitions,   circus,  rodeo, 
etc. 

GENERAL  REQUIREMENTS 

The  development  and  design  of  this  facility  shall  be  competi- 
tive in  all  respects  with  professional  stadiums  recently 
constructed  or  under  construction,   and  meet  with  the  require- 
ments of  all  applicable  building  codes  and  ordinances.  The 
basic  form  of  the  structure  shall  be  designed  to  provide  seating 
related  to  the  desirable  locations  for  viewing  football,  base- 
ball,  soccer,   concerts  and  other  events.     The  seating  shall  be 
as  close  to  the  playing  field  as  desirable,   sightlines  shall  be 
optimum,   and  viewing  unobstructed  by  the  structure.  The 
stadium  shall  be  enclosed  and  properly  heated,   cooled  and 
ventilated.     The  grade  or  entrance  level  to  the  stadium  shall  be 
as  near  the  middle  of  all  seating  as  feasible  to  minimize  the 
vertical  travel  distance  to  upper  seating  levels  and  shall  have 
a  minimum  total  capacity  of  70,000  seats  for  football  and  50,000 
seats  for  baseball.     Provisions  for  other  events  will  be  out- 
lined in  the  program. 

Each  level  shall  be  served  by  concession  stands,  vendors, 
.commissaries,  public  toilets,   and  other  facilities  as  further 
outlined  in  the  Description  of  Stadium  Facilities. 


2-22 


NEW  MULTI-PURPOSE  STADIUM  PROGRAM  GENERAL  REQUIREMENTS 


The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  set  forth  in  outline  form  the 
requirements  for  the  development  of  a  multi-purpose  stadixam  for 
San  Francisco,  California. 

The  development  and  design  of  this  facility  shall  be  competitive 
in  all  respects  with  professional  stadiums  recently  constructed 
or  under  construction,  and  meet  with  the  requirements  of  all 
applicable  building  codes  and  ordinances.     The  basic  form  of 
the  structure  shall  be  designed  to  provide  seating  related  to  the 
desirable  locations  for  viewing  of  football,  baseball,  soccer, 
concerts  and  other  events.     The  seating  shall  be  as  close  to  the 
playing  field  as  desirable,   sightlines  shall  be  optimum,  and 
viewing  unobstructed  by  the  structure.     The  stadium  shall  be 
enclosed  and  properly  heated,  cooled  and  ventilated.     The  sta- 
dium shall  have  a  minimum  total  capacity  of  70,000  seats  for 
football  and  50,000  seats  for  baseball.     Provisions  for  other 
events  will  be  outlined  in  the  program. 

Each  level  shall  be  served  by  concession  stands,  vendors,  com- 
missaries, public  toilets,  and  other  facilities  as  further  out- 
lined below. 


STADIUM  REQUIREMENTS 


1.      SPECTATOR  FACILITIES 


A.  Seating 


A  minimum  of  70,000  self-rising  armchair  seats  for  foot- 
ball shall  be  provided.     Minimum  sightline  clearance 
shall  be  2-1/4  inches  above  the  eye  level  of  the  spec- 
tator in  the  preceding  row.     Minimum  tread  width  in 
seating  areas  shall  be  32  inches;   the  first  row  of  seats 
shall  be  approximately  3 '-6"  above  the  field;  riser 
height  shall  vary  from  6  inches  minimum  to  22  1/2  inches 
maximum;   the  maximum  number  of  seats  per  row  shall  be 
24;   and  minimum  aisle  width  shall  be  44  inches.  The 
minimum  seat  width  shall  be  19  inches.     Baseball  box 
seating  shall  have  8  seat  rows. 

A  wheelchair  seating  area  for  a  minimum  of  70  wheelchair 
patrons  and  70  attendants  shall  be  provided.  Handrails 
shall  be  provided  at  all  vertical  aisles  in  the  upper 
level  stands,  at  portals,  at  the  front  of  all  seating 
sections,  and  behind  the  back  row  of  seats  adjacent  to 
concourses . 
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B.  Public  Toilets 


Toilet  rooms  shall  be  provided  for  men  and  women  at 
every  concourse  level  and  appropriately  distributed. 
The  ratio  of  spectator  to  fixtures  shall  be  based  on 
60%  male  and  40%  female  attendance.     Fixtures  shall  be 
provided  based  on  the  following  approximations: 


(1)  Lavatories 


1  per  300  men 
1  per  2  00  women 


(2)  Waterclosets 


1  per  500  men 
1  per  100  women 


(3)  Urinals 


1  per  125  men   (2  LF  per  125  men) 


Stainless  steel  urinal  troughs  shall  be  provided  in 
men's  units.     Mirrors  with  shelves,   soap  dispensers, 
shelves  above  lavatories,  paper  dispensers,   toilet  par- 
titions, and  purse  holders  in  women's  units  shall  be 
provided.     An  attendants'   closet  with  a  service  sink 
and  storage  shall  be  provided  in  each  public  toilet  room. 

Appropriate  toilet  facilities,   including  grab  bars,  etc., 
shall  be  provided  adjacent  to  the  wheelchair  seating 
areas . 


All  toilet  rooms  shall  be  equipped  with  heat,  general 
lighting  and  exhaust.     Cold  water  service  only  shall  be 
provided  for  all  public  toilet  rooms. 


C.  Concession  Stands 


The  following  shall  be  subject  to  the  recommendations 
and/or  reasonable  desires  of  the  finally  selected  Con- 
cessionaire.    However,  the  following  shall  reasonably 
describe  the  suggested  concession  requirements. 


(1)     Concession  stands  shall  be  located  at  all  concourse 
levels  and  appropriately  distributed  and  shall  con- 
sist of  three  wall  enclosures  and  roofs.     The  wall 
construction  shall  not  be  provided  on  the  concourse 
side  of  the  concession  stands.     Approximately  six 
linear  feet  of  serving  counter  shall  be  provided 
for  each  400  spectators. 

Each  concession  stand  shall  be  provided  with  cold 
water,  electrical  service  located  on  one  wall,  and 
floor  drains. 


(2)     The  following  items  are  not  included  and  shall  be 
provided  by  the  Concessionaire: 
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a.  Completion  of  the  concession  stand  including  a 
counter  and  security  door  or  screen  as  may  be 
required  at  the  concourse  side. 

b.  Equipment  such  as  cookers,  warmers,  beverage 
storage,  freezers,  coolers,  plumbing  fixtures, 
and  the  hook-up  of  same. 

c.  Exhaust  systems  as  may  be  required. 

d.  General  lighting,   space  heating,  and  water 
heating  equipment. 

e.  Other  equipment  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide 
a  workable  operation. 

D.  Vendors  Commissaries 

(1)  These  facilities  for  food  handling  and  storage 
shall  be  located  on  all  concourse  levels  and  appro- 
priately distributed.     The  commissaries  shall  be 
designed  to  provide  service  based  on  one  vendor  per 
200  spectators. 

Vendors'  commissaries  shall  consist  of  four  walls 
with  roof.  Each  unit  shall  contain  water  service 
located  on  one  wall,   floor  drains,  and  electrical 
service . 

(2)  The  following  items  are  not  included  and  shall  be 
provided  by  the  Concessionaire: 

a.  Completion  of  the  commissary  including  counters, 
screens,  grills,  etc. 

b.  Fixed  equipment  such  as  cookers,  warmers,  beverage 
storage,   freezers,  coolers,  plumbing  fixtures, 
and  the  hook-up  of  same. 

c.  Exhaust  systems  as  may  be  required. 

d.  General  lighting,   space  heating,  and  water  heat- 
ing as  may  be  required. 

e.  Other  equipment  as  may  be  required  to  provide  a 
workable  operation. 

E.  Ramps 

Pedestrian  ramps  shall  have  a  maximum  8  percent  slope 
and  adequate  widths  to  provide  easy  accessibility  to  and 
from  all  concourse  levels.     All  ramps  shall  be  designed 
to  accommodate  vehicles  as  large  as  pickup  trucks. 
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F.  Public  Telephones 


Space  and  conduit  for  public  telephones  shall  be  provided 
at  all  concourse  levels. 

G.  Ticket  Booths 

Ticket  booths  shall  be  provided  for  event  ticket  sales 
with  adequate  provisions  for  day-of-game  sales.  Counters, 
cash  drawers,  changeable  letter  panels,  heat,  lighting, 
and  electrical  outlets  shall  be  provided.  Handrails 
for  crowd  control  shall  be  provided.     Advance  sales 
booths  shall  be  conveniently  located  and  accessible  from 
outside  or  from  within  the  stadium.     A  press  gate  and 
exchange  gate  will  be  provided.     Four  will-call  windows 
shall  be  provided.     If  feasible,   the  advance  sales  win- 
dow shall  be  adjacent  to  the  ticket  office. 

H.  Turnstiles 

Portable,   reversible,  registering  turnstiles  and  space 
for  ticket  takers  shall  be  provided.     One  turnstile 
for  each  1500  seats  shall  be  provided.     Turnstiles  shall 
be  covered  to  provide  protection  from  precipitation,  and 
railings  for  crowd  control  shall  be  provided. 

I.  Stadium  Suites 

A  minimum  of  180  suites  shall  be  provided  at  the  club 
level  of  the  stadium.     These  facilities  are  enclosed 
lounge  spaces  with  glazing  on  the  field  side,  finished, 
furnished,  and  provided  with  heating  and  air  conditioning. 
A  built-in  bar  area  is  provided  with  refrigerator,  sink, 
ice  maker,  closed  circuit  television,  radio,  P. A.,  and 
press  box  audio. 

J.  Loge  Seating 

A  minimum  of  8,000  loge  level  seats  will  be  provided  at 
the  club  level  with  access  to  exclusive  lounge  areas  with 
bar,   grill,  and  toilet  facilities. 

K.  Stadium  Club 

Adequate  area  for  the  construction  of  a  Stadium  Club 
shall  be  provided  within  the  stadium  in  addition  to  the 
concession  stands,  and  shall  be  a  minimum  of  7,000  square 
feet  and  shall  provide  facilities  for  a  minimum  of  350 
diners.  Provide  space  only;   completion  by  concessionaire. 

L.  Hall  of  Fame  2,000  Sg.  Ft. 

Accessible  from  within  the  stadium  during  events  and  from 
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outside  the  stadium  during  non-event  times.  Located 
within  proximity  to  ticket  office  and  Stadium  Club  areas. 

M.  Restaurant 

Space  for  a  public,  cafeteria-type  restaurant  with  private 
meeting  rooms  for  separate,  catered  affairs  shall  be 
provided.     The  size  is  to  be  determined.     Provide  space 
only;   completion  by  concessionaire. 

N.   Security  1,500  Sg.  Ft. 

For  the  security  staff  provide  one  office  space  for  30 
lockers,  restroom  facilities,  and  a  control  booth  lo- 
cated appropriately    within  the  stadium.     Provide  a  mini- 
mum of  three  lock-up  cells,  equipment  room,  a  lounge/desk 
area  for  the  Police  Department. 

0.  First  Aid  -  2,000  Sg .  Ft.  Each 

A  facility  for  emergency  medical  treatment  shall  contain 
office  spaces  for  a  physician  and  nurse,  cot  room  to 
accommodate  six  patients,  waiting  room,  toilet  and  storage 
rooms.     Medical  equipment  and  supplies  are  not  included. 
Access  to  ambulance  parking  through  non-public  areas 
shall  be  provided. 

P.  Drinking  Fountains 

Non-refrigerated  drinking  fountains  shall  be 
all  concourse  levels.  Refrigerated  drinking 
shall  be  provided  for  the  team  locker  rooms, 
administration  areas. 

Q.   Sound  System 


A  complete  sound  system  shall  serve  the  entire  stadium  to 
include  distributed  loud  speaker  system,   speakers  for 
gates,   concourses,   lobbies,   ticket  booths,  concession 
stands,   team  rooms,  offices,   restaurants,  and  suites  for 
event  announcing,  paging,  music  and  broadcasting. 

R.  Elevators 

The  number  and  location  of  elevators  is  as  shown  on  the 
drawings.     Where  freight  elevators  are  provided,  they 
shall  be  8' -4"  x  11'   -9",   10,000  pounds  capacity,  and 
75  F.P.M.   speed.     Passenger  elevators  shall  be  5'-8" 
X  8'-8",   4,000  pounds  capacity,   and  350  F.P.M. 

S.  Escalators 

Escalators  shall  be  48  inch  wide  reversible  as  shown  on 
the  drawings. 


provided  at 
fountains 
press,  and 
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T.  Graphics 


Provisions  shall  be  included  for  graphics  for  the  entire 
stadium.     The  graphics  shall  provide  signing  as  follows: 

(1)  Identification  of  stadium  entrances,  including 
ticket  booths,   turnstiles,  and  special  entrances. 

(2)  Signing  within  the  stadium  to  indicate  concourse 
levels,  seating  sections,  aisles,  rows,  and  seat 
numbers. 

(3)  Identification  of  toilet  rooms,  first  aid,  exits 
and  other  public  facilities. 

(4)  Identification  of  concession  facilities  is  not  in- 
cluded; however,  concession  stand  signing  shall  be 
coordinated  with  the  total  graphics  program. 

U.  Lighting 

Adequate  general  illumination  shall  be  provided  through- 
out the  stadium  for  concourses,   stairs,  ramps,  portals, 
etc . 

V.  Fire  Protection 

Fire  protection  equipment  such  as  sprinklers,  standpipes, 
etc.,   shall  be  provided  as  required  by  applicable  building 
and  safety  codes. 

W.  Permanent  Novelty  Stands 


A  permanent  novelty  stand  shall  be  provided  at  appropriate 
locations  through  the  facility.     Minimum  storage  space 
of  2,000  square  feet  is  also  required. 

2.     PRESS  FACILITIES 

A.   Press  Box 

Press  box  facilities  accommodating  the  news  media  cover- 
ing football  and  baseball  shall  be  provided  appropriately 
located  and  oriented  within  the  stadium.     Two  levels  shall 
be  provided  in  each  press  box:     One  for  the  working  press 
and  one  for  the  broadcast  media.     The  press  box  will  be 
open  to  the  field  except  for  the  P. A.   announcer,  which 
will  have  a  glass  front. 

The  press  box  facilities  shall  be  provided  with  appro- 
priate HVAC  systems. 
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Open-tray  conduit  for  TV  cables  shall  be  provided  from 
all  TV  camera  and  broadcasting  booth  locations  to  TV 
van  parking  locations. 

Football 

(1)  Working  Press  -  3,000  Sq.  Ft. 

Stations  for  approximately  150-160  writers  shall  be 
provided.     This  area  shall  contain  built-in  writing 
counters,  electrical  outlets,   sound  system,  and 
closed  circuit  television.     Chairs  for  writers  are 
not  included. 

(2)  TV  Broadcasting  -  320  Sq.  Ft.      (2  Required) 

The  TV  broadcasting  booth  shall  be  provided  with  built 
in  counter,   special  acoustical  treatment  on  walls  and 
ceiling,   and  space  for  50  yard  line  cameras.  Addi- 
tional TV  camera  platforms  shall  be  located  at  the 
25  yard  lines  and  each  end  zone.     The  TV  network 
shall  be  consulted  regarding  all  aspects  including 
booth,  platforms,  conduit,   and  electrical  requirements 

(3)  Broadcasting  -  120  Sq.  Ft.  Each     (3  Required) 

Provide  three  broadcasting  booths  with  built-in 
counters,   special  acoustical  treatment  on  walls  and 
ceiling . 

(4)  Coaches  -  100  Sq ,  Ft.  Each   (2  Required) 

The  spaces  for  home  and  visiting  team  coaches  shall 
contain  built-in  writing  desks  and  phone  connections 
to  team  benches. 

(5)  Film  -  200  Sq.  Ft. 

Area  to  be  open  on  the  field  side,  a  minimum  of  10 
spaces  shall  accommodate  photographers.  Counters 
shall  be  provided. 

(6)  Owner's  Box  -  560  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  the  stadium  tenant,  this  space  shall  pro- 
vide seating  for  approximately  24  people.  All  spec- 
cial  interior  finishes  shall  be  provided  by  the  team 
owner . 

(7)  General  Manager's  Box  -  280  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  stadiim  tenant,   shall  provide  space  for 
eight  people. 
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(8)  Vising  Owner's  Box  -  280  Sq.  Ft. 
Shall  provide  space  for  12  people. 

(9)  VIP  Box  -   280  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  the  stadium  guests,   shall  provide  space 
for  12  people. 

(10)  Public  Address  Announcer  -  100  Sq.  Ft.  (Enclosed) 

This  space  for  announcer  and  assistants  with  built- 
in  counter  will  contain  all  controls  required  for 
a  public  address  system  serving  the  entire  stadium. 

(11)  Workroom-  200  Sq.  Ft. 

Space  adjacent  to  the  working  press  shall  be  pro- 
vided for  statisticians^    document  reproduction^  and 
telecopy  equipment. 

(12)  Toilets 

Men  and  women  toilet  facilities  for  the  press  shall 
be  provided  at  each  level. 

Baseball 

(1)  Working  Press  -  2,500  Sq.  Ft. 

Stations  for  approximately  120-150  writers  shall  be 
provided.     This  area  shall  contain  built-in  writing 
counters,  electrical  outlets,   sound  system,  and 
closed  circuit  television.     Chairs  for  writers  are 
not  included. 

(2)  TV  Broadcasting  -  320  Sq.  Ft.   Each     (3  Required) 

Provide  three  TV  broadcasting  booths  with  built-in 
counter,   special  acoustical  treatment  on  walls  and 
ceiling,  and  space  for  one  home  plate  camera.  Addi- 
tional TV  camera  platforms  shall  be  located  at  the 
base  lines,  home  plate,  and  centerfield.     The  TV 
network  shall  be  consulted  regarding  all  aspects, 
including  booth,  platforms,  conduit,  and  electrical 
requirements . 

(3)  Broadcasting  -  120  Sq.   Ft.  Each     (5  Required) 

Provide  five  broadcasting  booths  with  built-in 
counters  and  special  acoustical  treatment  on  walls 
and  ceiling. 
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(4)  Film  -   300  Sq.  Ft. 

Provide  a  minimum  of  15  spaces  to  accommodate  photo- 
graphers, with  counters. 

(5)  Owner's  Box  -  560  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  the  stadium  tenant,  this  space  shall  be 
near  the  press  box  and  provide  seating  for  approxi- 
mately 24  people.     All  specific  interior  finishes 
shall  be  provided  by  the  team  owner. 

(6)  General  Manager's  Box  -  280  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  stadium  tenant,   shall  provide  space  for 
eight  people. 

(7)  VIP  Box  -   280  Sq.  Ft. 

For  use  by  the  stadium  guests,   shall  provide  space 
for  12  people. 

(8)  Scoreboard  Operator  -  250  Sq.  Ft. 

This  space  shall  be  provided  with  built-in  writing 
counters.     All  wiring,  control  panels,  and  other 
equipment  required  for  operation  of  the  scoreboard 
equipment  shall  be  by  the  scoreboard  company. 

(9)  Public  Address  Booth  -  150  Sq .  Ft.  (Enclosed) 

A  portion  of  this  space  will  be  for  the  P. A.  announcer 
and  assistants  with  built-in  counters. 

(10)  Public  Address  Control  Booth  -  150  Sq.  Ft. 

An  engineer's  space  will  contain  all  controls  re- 
quired for  a  public  address  system  serving  the  en- 
tire stadium. 

(11)  Workroom-  200  Sq .  Ft. 

Space  adjacent  to  the  working  press  shall  be  provided 
for  statisticians,  document  reproduction,  and  telecopy 
equipment . 

(12)  Toilets 

Men  and  women  toilet  facilities  for  the  press  shall 
be  provided  at  each  level. 
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Common  Facilities 


(1)  Darkrooms  -  200  Sq.  Ft.    (2  Required) 

Provide  two  darkrooms  located  at  the  playing  field 
level  with  rough-in  electrical  and  plumbing.  Addi- 
tional equipment  shall  be  provided  by  others. 

(2)  Player  Interview  Room  -  300  Sq.  Ft   (2  Required) 

Two  interview  spaces  for  TV  broadcasts  shall  be 
provided  convenient  to  both  home  and  visitors' 
locker  rooms.     These  rooms  shall  be  accessible 
by  TV  cable  tray,  and  electrical  requirements 
shall  be  provided.     TV  networks  shall  be  consulted. 

(3)  Press  Club  -  2,000  Sq.  Ft. 

For  press  personnel,   this  facility  shall  contain  a 

dining  room  seating  approximately  50  persons  and 

rough-in  plumbing  and  electrical  service  for  food 

and  beverage  service.     Equipment  and  hook-up  of  same 

shall  be  adjacent  to  the  working  press  box.  If  space 

is  available,  one  would  be  provided  adjacent  to  each 
sports  box. 

(4)  Equipment 

Adequate  space  for  sound  system,   telephone,  electri- 
cal,  and  TV  equipment  shall  be  provided. 

(5)  Studio  Space  800  Sq .  Ft. 

Provide  space  for  the  development  of  a  television - 
studio . 

3.     ADMINISTRATIVE  FACILITIES 
A.  Offices 

Stadium  Administrative  Offices  will  be  complete  with 
finished  walls,   floors  and  ceilings,  general  lighting, 
heating  and  air  conditioning. 

Space  available  for  teams  and  future  development  of  ad- 
ministrative offices  will  have  enclosing  unfinished 
perimeter  walls  only.     Plumbing,  electrical,  heating, 
and  air  conditioning  will  not  be  included,  although  the 
capability  to  extend  these  services  is  available. 

A  suggested  allocation  of  administrative  office  space 
is  as  follows: 
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a.  Stadium  Operation 

2,000  square  feet  finished. 

b.  Home  Baseball  Team 

10,000  square  feet  unfinished;   2,000  square  feet 
available  for  future  development. 

c.  Home  Football  Team 

2,000  square  feet  unfinished  adjacent  to  ticket 
office . 

d.  Home  Soccer  and  Basketball  Team 

6,000  square  feet  available  each  for  future  develop- 
ment . 

B.   Ticket  Sales 

Space  for  ticket  sales  shall  be  provided  for  the  stadium 
and  each  home  team.     The  stadium  spaces  shall  be  completely 
finished  and  the  team  spaces  shall  be  unfinished.  Space 
allocations  for  each  shall  be  1,200  square  feet  with  300 
square  feet  available  for  future  development. 

4.      TEAM  FACILITIES 

All  team  facilities  shall  be  located  at  the  playing  field 
level  and  have  direct  access  to  the  playing  field.     One  pas- 
senger elevator  shall  provide  direct  access  to  the  Football 
Press  Box.     Visiting  locker  rooms  shall  be  complete  unless 
otherwise  indicated  to  include  heating,  air  conditioning, 
finished  walls,  carpeted  floors,  ceilings,  and  general  light- 
ing.    Provide  space  only  for  home  football  and  home  baseball 
locker  rooms. 

A  service  drive  for  access  by  truck  shall  be  provided  to 
the  team  locker  facilities. 

A.  Football  Home  Team  -  10,000  Sq.   Ft.  (Unfinished) 

B.  Baseball  Locker  Room  -  10,000  Sq.  Ft.  (Unfinished) 

C.  Vistors  Lockers  -  2,500  Sq .  Ft.  Each   (2  Required) 

Square  Feet 

1.  Locker  Room  including  lockers  1,400 

2.  Shower  and  toilet  room  400 

3.  Training  room  -  Electrical  and  plumbing 
rough-in  for  training  equipment.  Training 
equipment  provided  by  others.  300 


2-33 


4.  Coaches'  Locker 

5.  General  Storage 


Square 
200 
200 


Feet 


D.  Officials'  Locker 


-  350  Sq. 


Ft.    (2  Required) 


Separate  locker  rooms  shall 
cials  and  chain  crews. 


be  provided  for  game 


offi- 


1.  Locker  room  including  10 

2.  Shower  and  toilet  rooms 


lockers 


Square 
200 
150 


Feet 


E.  Field  Equipment  Storage  Room  -  5,000  Sq.  Ft. 

Adjacent  to  field.     Provide  one  small  space  near  each 
dugout  at  the  field  level. 

F.  Field  Toilet-  8  5  Sq .  Ft. 

Adjacent  to  field.     One  watercloset,  urinal,  lavatory, 
and  refrigerated  drinking  fountain  shall  be  provided. 

G.  Team  Photographers  Platforms   (2  Required) 

Enclosed  booths  for  team  photographers  located  at  the 
top  of  the  upper  level  seating  at  the  50  yard  line  and 
end  zone  for  football.     For  baseball  provide  platform 
behind  home  plate,   first  base,   and  third  base.  Space 
for  four  photographers  with  counter  and  electrical  power. 

H.  X-Ray  Room  -  200  Sq.  Ft. 

Adjacent  to  team  facilities  and  accessible  from  the 
playing  field,   this  facility  shall  make  provision  for 
X-ray  equipment  for  use  by  both  teams  during  games. 

I.  Player's  Relatives  Waiting  Room  -  500  Sq.  Ft. 


Post  game  waiting  room  with  toilet  facilities  for  men 
and  women.     Location  to  be  central  to  all  sports  locker 
rooms . 

5.      STADIUM  SERVICE  FACILITIES 

The  stadium  service  facilities  shall  be  located  within  the 
stadium,  as  appropriate. 

Access  by  service  vehicles  shall  be  provided  to  all  facili- 
ties.    These  facilities  shall  relate  to  the  freight  elevators 
provided  within  the  stadium. 
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A.  Concession  Storage  -  10,000  Sq.  Ft. 


Enclosed  space  for  development  of  offices,  food  handling, 
preparation,  and  storage  facilities.     Finishing  and  equip- 
ment for  this  space  and  equipment  hook-up  shall  be  pro- 
vided by  the  Concessionaire. 

B.  Concession  Lockers-  2,500  Sq.  Ft. 

Space  only  for  toilet  and  dressing  facilities  and  uni- 
form storage  for  approximately  500  male  and  female  em- 
ployees.    Finishing  of  this  space  to  be  by  the  concessionaire. 

C.  Stadium  Personnel  Lockers  -  2,500  Sq.  Ft. 

Adequate  toilet,  dressing,   and  uniform  storage  facilities 
for  approximately  500  male  and  female  stadium  employees. 

D.  Band  Locker  -  3,600  Sq.  Ft. 

This  enclosed  finished  space  for  men's  and  women's  toilet 
and  dressing  rooms. 

E.  Maintenance  Locker  and  Office  -  1,000  Sq.  Ft. 

Twenty  lockers  plus  toilet  facilities  for  stadiiim  and 
field  maintenance  personnel.     Finished  space  including 
heating,   air  conditioning,  and  lighting  shall  be  provided. 

F.  Maintenance  Shop  -  2,000  Sq.  Ft. 


Enclosed  facilities  for  general  maintenance  of  the  sta- 
dium.    Heating,  ventilating,   general  lighting  shall  be 
provided . 

G.   Field  Maintenance  Storage  -  5,000  Sq.  Ft. 


Provided  for  storage  of  equipment  and  materials  required 
for  maintenance  of  the  playing  field.     General  lighting 
and  security  fence  shall  be  provided.     This  area  must  be 
within  the  stadium  and  adjacent  to  the  playing  field. 

H.   Loading  Dock 


A  three-position  truck  dock  with  manual  dock  levelers 
shall  be  provided  at  the  entrance  to  the  service  facili- 
ties.    The  dock  shall  be  adjacent  to  the  concession  and 
maintenance  facilities  and  the  freight  elevators. 

I.  Trash  Compactor 


Space  for  two  mechanical,   self-loading  trash  compactors 
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with  trash  chutes  and  all  utilities  permanently  located 
at  the  exterior  loading  dock  for  processing  all  refuse. 
Also  provide  space  for  secured  storage  of  trash  bins. 

J.  Mechanical  Equipment 

Space  for  mechanical,  electrical,  sound,  scoreboard, 
and  telephone  equipment  shall  be  provided,  as  required, 
throughout  the  stadium. 

K.  Television  Van  Parking 

Parking  for  television  vans  shall  be  provided  adjacent 
to  the  stadium  as  close  to  the  press  box  facilities  as 
feasible.     Adjacent  electrical  and  telephone  equipment 
rooms  and  toilet  facilities  shall  be  provided  along  with 
a  food  service  space.     The  television  networks  shall  be 
consulted . 

6.      PLAYING  FIELD  FACILITIES 

A.  Playing  Field 

A  removable  synthetic  turf  playing  surface  with  warning 
track  shall  be  provided  for  football,  baseball,  and 
soccer.     The  necessary  equipment  to  remove  the  synthe- 
tic turf  is  also  included.     A  grid  trough  system  will  be 
supplied  below  the  field  surface  for  electrical  service 
distribution,   field  mikes,  etc.  adequate  for  serving  all 
events.  Drainage,  as  required,   shall  be  included. 

The  playing  field  area  shall  be  designed  for  an  inter- 
national soccer  field  70  yards  in  width  by  110  yards  in 
length.     A  football  field  53.3  yards  wide  by  120  yards 
in  length  and  a  baseball  field  325  feet  at  right  and 
left  field  foul  lines  and  400  feet  at  center  field. 

B.  Game  Equipment  -  Football,  Soccer 

Football  goal  posts   (professional  and  collegiate) ,  cor- 
ner flags,   soccer  goals,  team  benches,  and  telephone 
service  for  team  benches,  kicking  screen,  and  power  for 
30  second  clocks  shall  be  provided. 

C.  Game  Equipment  -  Baseball 

Foul  ball  poles,  batter's  eye,  and  foul  screen  behind 
home  plate  shall  be  provided. 

E.  Player-Dugouts  -  Baseball 

Covered  dugouts  with  direct  access  to  the  locker  rooms 
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will  be  provided  for  home  and  visiting  teams,  with  toilet, 
drinking  fountain  and  telephone  service  to  the  bull  pen, 
press  area  and  switchboard. 

F.  Pitcher's  Bull  Pen  -  Baseball 

Two  pitcher's  bull  pen  areas  will  be  provided  with  u- 
tilit ies . 

G.  Batting  Cage-  Baseball 


Space  for  a  batting  cage  will  be  provided  under  the  grand- 
stand area. 

H.  Field  Entrances 

Access  shall  be  provided  as  required  and  appropriate  to 
allow  over  the  road  vehicles  to  reach  the  playing  surface 
for  maintenance  and  event  setup. 

Additional  entrances  for  players  or  from  the  lower  stand 
shall  be  provided  as  required. 

I.  Field  Lighting 


A  complete  field  lighting  system  providing  adequate  illu- 
mination for  color  television  coverage  shall  be  provided. 
The  television  networks  shall  be  consulted. 

J.  Scoreboard 


Space  only  for  a  complete,  electrically  operated,  remote 
controlled,   illuminated  scoreboard  system  with  "instant 
replay"  capability  shall  be  provided.     The  scoreboard 
system  shall  include  all  remote  control  equipment  located 
in  the  press  box,  control  wiring  and  scoreboards. 

Supplemental  scoreboards  shall  be  provided  as  required. 
The  scoreboard  system  and  installation  shall  be  by  others. 

K.  Security 


Appropriate  security  against  illegal  entry  to  or  improper 
access  within  the  stadium  to  include  fencing,  walls,  gates, 
and  doors  shall  be  provided. 

7.      OTHER  EVENTS 

In  addition  to  baseball,   football  and  soccer  the  domed  fa- 
cility would  lend  itself  and  could  be  adopted  to  many  other 
sports  or  non-sports  events.     Utilizing  moveable  seating 
sections  numerous  seating  arrangements  can  be  accomplished. 
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Examples  of  these  are  shown  in  the  drawings.  The  following 
is  a  list  of  some  of  the  other  potential  events. 


Sports  Baseketball 
Hocky 

Indoor  Soccer 

Indoor  Track  and  Field 

Motocross 

Tennis 

Equestrian  events 

Boxing 

Rodeo 

Non-Sports  Circus 

Ice  Shows 
Theatrical  Events 
Musical  Events 
Community  Events 
Religious  Events 
Conventions 
Trade  Shows 
Consxamer  Shows 

8.      ITEMS  OF  WORK  NOT  INCLUDED 

The  following  items  are  not  included  and  shall  be  provided 
by  others: 

A.  Special  architectural  finishes   (for  example,  wood  panelin 
vinyl  wall  covering,  etc.). 

B.  Carpet  and  drapery  except  as  noted. 

C.  Any  movable  furniture  or  equipment  in  interior  spaces. 
(Lockers  are  included  as  noted) . 

D.  Maintenance  equipment   (carts,  tractors,  wagons,  tools, 
trash  carts,  etc.). 

E.  Free-standing  trash  receptacles  or  similar  maintenance 
articles . 

F.  Portable  or  free-standing  novelty  booths  and/or  display 
cabinets  and  racks. 

G.  Kitchen  and  food  handling  equipment  for  concession  opera- 
tion . 

H.  Playing  surfaces  and  equipment  for  basketball,  track  and 
field,  hockey  or  other  sports'  events  outside  of  football 
and  baseball. 
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ALTERNATES 

Using  the  program  as  a  base  for  planning,   the  study  team  has 
investigated  the  following  stadia  shapes,   structural  forms 
and  systems  and  has  selected  the  form,  described  above,  for 
demonstration  purposes. 
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COMPARISON  OF  STADIUM  TYPES 


Four  basic  stadium  shapes  were  investigated  for  their  desira- 
bility in  providing  the  requirements  for  a  multi-purpose  fa- 
cility.    These  shapes  are  the  circle,   the  octagon,  the  horse- 
shoe, and  the  ellipse.     All  will  provide  the  requirements  out- 
lined in  the  New  Stadium  Program.     Follov;ing  is  a  general  dis- 
cussion of  the  four  types. 

CIRCLE 

This  shape  or  its'   derivative,  the  octarad,   is  the  one  chosen 
to  develope  in  this  study.     There  are  a  couple  of  major  reasons 
for  this  choice. 

First  of  all,  because  of  the  discrepancy  in  playing  field  areas 
for  two  of  the  major  sports,  baseball  and  football,   it  is  dif- 
ficult to  orient  seating  to  equitably  accommodate  each  sport 
without  generating  compromises  to  each.     The  circle  comes  clo- 
sest of  all  types  to  making  this  accommodation  as  shown  in  the 
stadium  types  plan  drawings. 

Secondly,  a  portion  of  this  study  involves  the  investigation  of 
roof  types;   steel,  wood,  cable,  and  air  supported.     The  circu- 
lar scheme  is  the  only  shape  which  can  easily  accommodate  the 
rigid  types  of  roof  structures  and  thus  allow  a  comparison  of 
the  roof  types  to  be  made. 

OCTAGON 

This  shape  can  also  meet  the  requirement  for  a  symetrical  seatin 
arrangement  about  baseball  and  football.     A  problem  with  this 
shape  is  in  achieving  the  seating  arrangements.     Significant  sec 
tions  of  seating  are  required  to  be  movable  and/or  retractable. 
There  are  approximately  4000  seats  installed,  above  the  require- 
ments, which  are  not  used  in  the  maximum  seating  configuration 
for  football. 

HORSESHOE 

This  shape  offers  a  reduced  width  for  a  site  with  size  restric- 
tions, but  results  in  an  increase  in  length.     It  also  offers  a 
facilities     building  in  the  non-seating  end  of  the  stadium. 
Rigid  roof  systems  are  not  accommodated  with  this  scheme.  This 
facility  orients  well  toward  football,  but  starts  to  lose  its 
ability  to  clearly  orient  toward  baseball. 

ELLIPSE 

The  ellipse  shape  is  the  most  compact  of  the  stadium  types  and 
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thus  becomes  the  choice  where  severe  site  restrictions  exist. 
Rigid  roof  types  are  not  accommodated  on  this  shape.     This  shape 
specifically  orients  toward  football  and  the  playing  of  baseball 
is  severely  compromised. both  in  the  seating  layout  and  the 
playing  area  provided. 
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COMPARISON  OF  ROOF  STRUCTURAL  SYSTEMS 


AIR  SUPPORTED  ROOF 

The  air  supported  roof  system  is  similar  to  that  use  in  the 
following  professional  stadiiims: 

The  Silverdome  -  Pontiac,  Michigan 

The  Metrodome  -  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

B.C.  Place  Amphitheater  -  Vancouver,  B.C. 

The  Hoosier  Dome  -  Indianapolis,  Indiana 

The  span  of  these  roofs  is  in  some  cases  greater  than  that 
of  the  San  Francisco  Stadium. 

This  roof  system  has  proved  to  be  largely  trouble  free  in 
areas  that  do  not  require  snowmelt  as  in  the  San  Francisco 
area.     In  areas  where  snow  melt  systems  are  required,  there 
have  on  occasions  been  problems  related  to  maintenance  of 
mechanical  systems,  availability  of  steam,  reliability  of 
controls  and  the  like.     In  some  situations,   this  has  resulted 
in  the  failure  of  a  roof  panel  and  its'   resultant  replacement. 

The  roof  membrane,  teflon  coated  fiberglas  has  proven  to  be 
resistant  to  ultraviolet  and  sufficiently  flexible  not  to 
deteriorate  due  to  thermal  stress  and  roof  movements.  These 
materials  have  been  used  in  air  structures  in  the  U.S.  since 
1974.     There  has  been  no  case  of  membrane  replacement  due  to 
deterioration.     The  expected  membrane  life  is  from  20  to  30 
years . 

One  of  the  major  advantages  of  this  type  of  roof  is  the  trans- 
lucent membrane  which  allows  for  uniform  natural  light  within 
the  facility  while  creating  a  feeling  of  being  outdoors. 

THE  CABLE  DOME  -  FIXED  ROOF 

The  cable  dome  is  a  tension  structure  using  membranes  similar 
to  those  defined  above.     Tension  structures  have  found  many 
applications  since  the  construction  of  the  LaVerne  College 
fieldhouse  in  Log  Angeles  in  1972.     The  largest  tension  struc- 
tures to  date  is  the  100  acre  roof  in  Jeddah  Saudi  Arabia.  To 
date,   there  has  not  been  a  tension  structure  application  for  a 
stadium.     Consequently,  the  design  proposed  here  would  be  a  fir 

Since  a  mechanical  air  handling  system  is  not  required,  one 
would  expect  overall  performance  superior  to  that  of  the  air 
structures  roof  outlined  above. 
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The  translucency  characteristics  would  be  similar  to  that  for 
an  air  supported  roof. 

THE  CABLE  DOME  -  RETRACTABLE  CENTER  SECTIONS 

The  Cable  Dome  has  the  opportunity  for  a  300  foor  diameter 
retractable  center  section,  thus  enhancing  the  feeling  of  being 
outdoors  in  good  weather.     This  feature  is  not  expected  to 
add  to  the  first  cost,  but  will  require  a  replacement  cost  of 
the  center  sections  of  approximately  $500,000  every  10  years. 
THe  retracted  roof  will  be  stored  in  a  gondula  20  feet  in  dia- 
meter and  20  feet  high,  more  than  200  feet  above  the  center 
of  the  field. 

STEEL  DOME 

The  steel  dome  proposed  is  similar  to  that  used  in  the  Astro- 
dome in  Houston,  Texas  and  the  Superdome  in  New  Orleans.  With 
the  rigid  roofs,  there  is  a  serious  problem  due  to  roof  membrane 
deterioration.     The  Astrodome  roof  was  reroofed  after  ten  years 
at  a  cost  of  $3  million   (1974  dollars  —  see  Engineering  News 
Record  --  March  28,   1974).     The  Superdome  roof  is  currently 
being  replaced  after  eight  years  at  a  cost  of  $4.5  million  - 
Engineering  News  Record  -  August  5,  1984. 

These  steel  domes  are  of  slightly  smaller  span  than  the  dome 
considered  for  San  Francisco. 

WOOD  DOME  -  WITH  FABRIC  ROOF 

The  wood  dome  being  considered  is  similar  to  the  wood  domes 
used  in  Flagstaff,  Arizona  and  Tacoma,  Washington,   the  largest 
of  which  is  530  feet  in  diameter  considerably  less  than  700 
foot  diameter  roof  being  considered  for  San  Francisco. 

In  order  for  it  to  be  possible  to  have  the  troiible  free  roof 
with  the  permanent  roof  fabrics,  the  proposal  herein  considers 
the  permanent  roof  fabric  as  the  roof  deck  and  waterproofing 
membrane.     This  permits  natural  lighting  of  the  interior. 

CONCRETE  DOME 

The  Concrete  Dome  used  in  the  Kingdome  was  not  considered  here 
because  of  the  much  larger  span  and  seismic  loading,  which 
together  make  this  concrete  dome  impractical. 
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DEMONSTRATION  STUDY 

The  plans  represented  below  show  what  the  design/study  team 
feels  to  be  a  reasonable  response  to  the  urban  planning  needs 
in  the  south  of  Market  area,   as  well  as  to  the  program  and  the 
needs  for  a  new  downtown  stadium. 
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URBAN  DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 


Early  in  this  study,  it  became  apparent  that  the  location  of  a 
stadium  in  the  China  Basin  area  would  require  careful  and 
cautious  integrated  planning  with  the  developers  of  this  area. 
Similar  interfacing  would  be  required  with  the  State,  City  and 
private  agencies  responsible  for  the  intense  network  of  traffic 
and  transportation  systems  that  exist  and  are  planned  for  this 
area . 

It  is  also  obvious  that  the  concerns,   needs  and  desires  of 
adjacent  landowners  and  developers  must  be  resolved. 

The  final  urban  fabric  of  the  China  Basin  area  will  not  be 
determined  for  several  years;   however,   the  intense  planning  that 
is  currently  proceeding  for  sites  in  this  area  has  given  the 
study  team  a  fair  impression  of  the  direction  development  will 
take.     The  assumption  that  development  will  be  intense  is  a 
reasonable  one.     All  indications  are  that  the  pattern  of  renewal 
and  improvement  established  by  the  Yerba  Buena  Redevelopment  area 
will  continue  to  spread  south  towards  China  Basin. 

The  plans  for  China  Basin  itself,   the  South  Beach  area,  the 
eastern  waterfront,   the  port  areas  adjacent  to  China  Basin,  the 
Showplace  Square  area  and  the  smaller  pockets  of  commercial 
development  in  the  South  of  Market  area  are  all  indicators  of  the 
intensity  of  improvement  anticipated  for  this  area.     It  will 
become  a  new  "satellite  center"  in  the  downtown  of  San  Francisco. 

Introducing  and  integrating  a  stadium  into  the  planning  for  this 
section  of  the  City  is  occur ing  at  the  right  time.     The  opportun- 
ity exists  to  control  traffic  flow,   joint  use  parking,  pedestrian 
access  and  to  participate  in  a  co-ordinated  planning  and 
architectural  design  process.     The  City  may  never  have  this 
opportunity  again. 

The  study  team  has  recognired  the  complexity  of  planning  a 
stadium  in  the  China  Basin  area.     The  list  of  unknown  or 
unresolved  issues  of  traffic,   sewers,  property  rights,  etc., 
as  well  as  the  development  of  rights  of  current  landowners,  makes 
it  difficult  to  select  a  specific  site  area  and  show  specific 
design  solutions.     For  these  reasons,   the  study  team  has  been 
asked  to  show  a  planning  "profile".     In  order  to  do  this,  the 
team  has  prepared  plans  for  both  ends  and  the  approximate  middle 
of  the  study  area.     The  level  of  detail  was  increased  for  the 
center  section   (the  site  between  3rd  and  4th) .     This  site  typi- 
fies the  range  of  problems  and  opportunities  that  exist  in  this 
area.       By  weaving  the  street  pattern  through  and  around  the 
stadium  site,   a  careful  integration  of  traffic  flow  is  realized. 
The  issues  of  public  and  mass  transit  have  been  addressed.  The 
opportunities  to  work  with  the  private  sector  in  creating  an 
integrated  urban  plan  with  anchor  commercial/office  towers  at  the 
corners  of  the  site  are  demonstrated.     The  architectural  massing 
implications  of  these  possibilities  are  significant.     The  anchor 
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towers  could  add  significantly  to  the  visual  texture  of  the 
stadium  and  create  an  interesting   (and  exciting)  variable  pattern. 

The  demonstration  design  represented  in  this  report  also  estab- 
lishes the  opportunities  that  exist  to  create  new  visual  interest 
in  the  China  Basin  area  while  echoing  the  past  and  existing 
waterfront  architecture.     The  bold  circular  shape  of  the  stadium 
would  be  articulated  by  the  boom-like  "sail  rigging"  for  the  roof 
structure.     The  cable  support  network  for  the  roof,  the  mechani- 
cal stacks  and  the  sail-like  roof  material  are  all  appropriate 
visual  forms  for  a  waterfront  structure.     There  is  an  opportunity 
here  to  develop  an  architectural  vocabulary  capable  of  recalling 
the  excitement  of  San  Francisco's  waterfront  in  the  past  and  its 
redeveloped  future. 

Finally,   the  proposal  to  provide  a  structure  with  a  retractable 
section  of  roof   (300*   in  diameter)   adds  an  additional  note  of 
interest  and  change  to  the  urban  skyline.     The  nearly  transparent 
fabric  proposed  for  the  roof  would  allow  for  a  soft,  visually 
changing  form  that  would  blend  into  the  cityscape,  not  impose 
upon  it. 
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3.  BUILDING  CONSTRUCTION  COSTS 

3.0  CONSTRUCTION  COSTS 


A.  SCOPE  

Barton-Malow  and  Williams  &  Burrows,  as  Joint  Venture  Construction 
Managers,  have  estimated  the  cost  for  constructing  a  new  stadium  on 
sites  5,  7,  and  14,  sited  both  at  grade  and  depressed.  Teflon 
covered  fabric,  tension  and  air-supported  roof  systems  have  been 
evaluated.     Estimates  include  costs  for  all  systems  necessary  for  an 
operational  facility,  with  the  exception  of  the  exclusions  listed 
below: 

Exclusions ; 

1.  New  scoreboard  to  be  financed  by  outside  sources  with  cost 
amortized  through  advertising  revenue. 

2.  Cost  of  concessionaires'  equipment  and  furnishings. 

3.  Utility  modifications. 

4.  Railroad  construction. 

5.  Elevated,  ring  road  construction. 

6.  Trunk  sewer  modification. 

7.  Surface  street  modifications. 
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B.  DATA 


Barton-Malow  and  Williams  &  Burrows  used  the  following  data, 
assumptions,  and  documentation  to  prepare  the  estimate  of  cost. 

1.  Conceptual  drawings  provided  by  HNTB,  CTMA,  &  Geiger-Berger . 

2.  Observations  from  onsite  inspection. 

3.  The  experience  of  Barton-Malow  (10  year  stadium/arena 
experience)   and  Williams  &  Burrows  (50  year  Bay  Area 
Construction/Candlestick  Park  experience) . 

4.  Data  from  other  Study  Team  members. 

5.  All  costs  are  based  upon  May,  198  3  prices.     Lee  Saylor,  Inc., 
estimates  current  escalation  to  be  3%  per  annum  for  1983  and 
7%  to  9%  per  annum  for  1984.     Estimates  do  not  include 
escalation . 

6.  The  quality  is  comparable  to  stadium  projects  in  which  the  Study 
Team  has  been  directly  involved  in  the  recent  past. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES  

1.  Alternate  No.  1  is  a  facility  constructed  with  the  playing 
surface  elevation  nominally  equal  to  surrounding  surface  grade, 
with  a  tensioned  cable  supported,  teflon  coated  fabric  roof. 

2.  Alternate  No.  2  is  a  facility  constructed  with  the  playing 
surface  nominally  equal  to  surrounding  surface  grade,  with  an 
air-supported,  teflon  coated  fabric  roof. 

3.  Alternate  No.  3  is  a  facility  constructed  with  the  playing 
surface  elevation  depressed  below  surrounding  surface  grade, 
with  a  tensioned  cable  supported,  teflon  coated  fabric  roof. 

4.  Alternate  No.  4  is  a  facility  constructed  with  the  playing 
surface  depressed  below  surrounding  surface  grade,  with  an 
air-supported,  teflon  coated  fabric  roof. 
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D.  ANALYSIS  

1.0    Cost  Estimate 


Based  upon  the  current  conceptual  drawings  produced  by  the 
Study  Team,  we  estimate  facility  costs  for  the  various 
Alternates  (all  for  site  no.  14)  to  be  as  follows: 


Alternate  No.  1 

Alternate  No.  2 

Alternate  No.  3 

Alternate  No.  4 


$105.5  million 
$101.3  million 
$106.1  million 
$101.9  million 


2.0  Schedule 


A  design/bid/build  sequence  of  activities  would  dictate  a  47 
month  schedule.     This  time  would  be  allocated  as  shown  below 


Design  Team  -  Prepare 

Construction  Documents  Bid  & 

and  Control  Budget  Award 


ORDER  TO, 
PROCEED 


14  months 


Fixed  Cost 
Established 


Construction 


STADIUM 
OPEN 


3  months 


30  months 
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E. 


ELECTRICAL  WORK  DESCRIPTION 
NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM 


The  electrical  budget  includes  the  following  principal  systems 


1. 

Primary  Power  Distribution  System 

2. 

Secondary  Power  Distribution  System 

3. 

Emergency  Power  Distribution  System 

4. 

Motor  Starters  and  Connections 

5. 

Field  Lighting  System 

6. 

Building  Lighting  System 

7. 

Telephone  Raceway  System 

8. 

P. A.  Sound  System 

9. 

Security  System 

10. 

Lightning  Protection 

11. 

T.V.  Cable  Tray  System 

12. 

Fire  Alarm  System 

13. 

Score  Board  Power  Supplies 

14. 

Temporary  Lighting  and  Power  System 

15. 

Building  Perimeter  Lighting 
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E.  MECHANICAL  WORK  DESCRIPTION 

NEW  STADIUM 

I.  Plumbing: 

1.  Plumbing  fixture  per  code. 

2.  Domestic  cold  water  feed  from  two  sides. 

3.  Domestic  Cold  water  only  distributed  to  all  areas.    If  required  by  local 
code  hot  water  will  be  generated  by  electic  heaters  locally.  Locker 
rooms  will  be  supplied  hot  water  from  main  equipment  served  by  gas  fired 
heaters. 

4.  Outside  storm  water  system  per  local  code., 

5.  Rough-in  only  to  concessions 

6.  Rough-in  only  to  private  boxes. 

II.  Heating  Ventilating  and  Air  Conditioning: 

1.  Twenty-four  built  up  fan  systems  located  internally. 

2.  Duct  systems  generally  designed  as  shown  on  plans. 

3.  A  two  pipe  system  serves  all  fan  systems. 

4.  Three  air  cooled  chillers  (1000  tons  total)  are  piped  into  the  two 
pipe  systems. 

5.  Boiler  capacity  gas  and  oil  fired  to  provide  approximately  25,000,000 
BTU/HR. 

6.  Heating  and  ventilating  systems  for  all  lower  level  areas  except  those 
reserve  for  home  teams. 

7.  A  ventilating  scheme  for  moving  air  off  of  the  playing  field  level. 

8.  A  central  panel  for  control  of  all  major  fan  and  cooler  systems. 

III.  Fire  Protection: 

1.    A  valved  standpipe  system  serving  all  levels. 
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F. 


BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR 
NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  -  SITE  14 
DEPRESSED.  TENSION  ROOF 
(ALTERNATE  NO.  3) 


Page  1  of  2 


DESCRIPTION 

-  Excavation,  Backfill  &  Drainage 

-  Pipe  Piles,  Con.  Filled 

-  Sheet  Piling 

-  Pile  Caps 

-  8"  Concrete  Paving 

-  Concrete 

-  Precast  Concrete 

-  Masonry 

-  Structural  Steel 

-  Metal  Decking 

-  Miscellaneous  Iron 

-  Carpentry 

-  Water  and  Dampproof ing 
^  Insulation 

-  Insulated  Metal  Siding 

-  Roofing  &  Sheet  Metal 

-  Sealants 

-  Hoi.  Metal  Doors  &  Frames 

-  O.H.  Doors  &  Shutters 

-  Revolving  Doors 

-  Entrance  Balance  Doors 

-  Glass  @  Suites  Sloped  Glazing 

-  Curtain  Walls 

-  Luminous  Panels  9  Ext.  Wall 

-  Finish  Hardware 

-  Mirrors 

-  Drywall  &  Plaster 

-  Ceramic  Ti le 

-  Acoustical  Treatment 

-  Synthetic  Field  Turf 

-  Resilient  Floors  &  Base 

-  Carpeting 

-  Painting 

-  Toilet  Partitions  &  Screens 

-  Graphics 

-  Pedestri an  Turnsti les 

-  Lockers  -  Players 

-  Lockers  -  Miscellaneous 

-  Telephone  Booths 

-  Toilet  Room  Accessories 

-  Field  Sports  Equipment 

-  Dock  Bumpers 

-  Flagpoles 

-  Ticket  Bus  Gates 

-  Ticket  Booths 

-  Attendant  Booths 


BUDGET 

2,509,709 
718,820 
2,638,000 
652,800 
671,000 
21,844,365 
5,795,080 
3,343,000 
1,730,000 

-0- 
1,500,000 
490,000 
200,000 
50,000 
3,285,000 
232,000 
132.000 
110,000 
85,000 

-0- 
100.800 
491,000 
1,586,000 
1,620,000 
100,000 
25,000 
1,082,000 
50,000 
25,000 
1.432,000 
15,000 
-0- 
500,000 
125,000 
250,000 
100.000 
80.000 
50.000 
-0- 
50.000 
15,000 
2,500 
40,000 

-0- 
40,000 
-0- 
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F. 


BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR 
NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  -  SITE  #  14 


DEPRESSED,  TENSION  ftOQP 
(ALTERNATE  nOTTT — 


Page  2  of  2 


DESCRIPTION  BUDGET 

-  Retractable  Seating  4,250,000 

-  Armchair  Seat/Benches  3,675,000 

-  Fabric  Roof  W/Cables  12,300,000 

-  Elevators  570,000 

-  Escalators  1,500,000 

-  Mechanical  -  Fire  Protection  10,250,000 

-  Electrical  -  Soundsystem  6,967,000 

-  Scoreboards  N/A 

-  Sitework 

-  Landscaping  Trees/Grates  200,000 

-  Site  Excavation  &  Backfill  20,000 

-  Site  Utilities  -  75,000 

-  Asphalt  -  Parking  Lots  -0- 

-  Site  Concrete  160,000 

-  Railing,  Bollards,  Etc.  50.000 

Subtotal  93,783,074 

Contingency  7%  6,564,815 

Subtotal  100,347,885 

General  Conditions  5  3/4%  5,770,000 

Total  106,118,000  * 


*    Budgeted  Construction  Administration  Fee  Not  Included 
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F  BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR  Page  1  of  1 

NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  -  SITE  #  14 
AT  GRADE,  TENSION  ROOF 
(ALTERNATE  No.  1) 


DESCRIPTION  TOTAL 

-  Excavation  &  Backfill  1,146,712 

-  Pipe  Piles,  Concrete  Filled  1,427,840 

-  Sheet  Piling  -0- 

-  Pile  Caps  -0- 

-  8"  Concrete  Paving  (3  Field  671  ,000 

-  Concrete  22,809,237 

-  Pre-cast  Concrete  6,343,580 

-  Masonry  3,797,000 

-  Structural  Steel  1,730,000 

-  Metal  Decking  -0- 

-  Misc.  Iron  1,500,000 

-  Carpentry  510,000 

-  Water  &  Dampproofing  10,000 

-  Insulation  60,000 

-  Insulated  Metal  Siding  4,208,630 

-  Roofing  &  Sheet  Metal  232,000 

-  Sealants  152,000 

-  Hoi.  Metal  Doors  &  Frames  130,000 

-  O.H.  Doors  &  Shutters  85,000 

-  Revolving  Doors  -0- 

-  Pressure  Balances  Doors  100,800 

-  Glass  @  Suites  491,000 

-  Curtain  Wall  W/Sloped  Glazing  1,586,000 

-  Luminous  Panels  1,620,000 

-  Finish  Hardware  120,000 

-  Mirrors  25,000 

-  Drywall  &  Plaster  1,082,000 

-  Ceramic  Tile  50,000 

-  Acoustical  25,000 

-  Synthetic  Field  Turf  1,432,000 

-  Resilient  Flooring  15,000 

-  Carpeting  -0- 

-  Painting  550,000 

-  Toilet  Partitions  &  Screens  125,000 

-  Graphics  250,000 

-  Pedestrian  Turnstiles  100,000 

-  Lockers  -  Players  80,000 

-  Lockers  -  Miscellaneous  50,000 

-  Telephone  Booths  -0- 

-  Toilet  Room  Accessories  50,000 

-  Field  Sports  Equipment  15,000 

-  Dock  Bumpers  2,500 

-  Flagpoles  40,000 

-  Ticket-Bus.  Gates  -0- 

-  Ticket  Booths  40,000 

-  Attendant  Booths  -0- 


3-8 


F.  BUDGET  ESTIMATE  FOR  Page  2  of  2 

NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  -  SITE  »  14 

AT  GRADE,  TENSION  ROOF 

(ALTERNATE  NO.  1) 


DESCRIPTION  TOTAL 

-  Retractable  Seating  4,250,000 

-  Armchair  Seats/Benches  3,675,000 

-  Fabric  Roof  W/Cables  12,300,000 

-  Elevators  630,000 

-  Escalators  2,000,000 

-  Mechanical  -  Fire  Protection  10,250,000 

-  Electrical  -  Sound  System  6,967,000 

-  Scoreboard  N/A 

-  Site  Work  -0- 

-  Landscaping  -  Trees,  Grates  200,000 

-  Excavating  &  Backfill  20,000 

-  Utilities  75,000 

-  Asphalt  -0- 

-  Concrete  160,000 

-  Railings,    Bollards,  Etc.  50,000 

Subtotal  93,239,299 

Contingency  7%  6,526,751 

Subtotal  99,766,050 

General  Conditions  5  3/4%  5,736,548 

Total  105,502,598  * 


*    Budgeted  Construction  Administration  Fee  Not  Included. 
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F.    CONSTRUCTION  COSTS  (All  costs  shown  in  $  millions) 


CANDLESTICK  PARK 


Scheme 
5 

Scheme 
6 

Scheme 
7 

Scheme 
8 

Candlestick  Park 
Alt.  1 

Air  Supported 
Structure 

$57.1 

$57.1 

Candlestick  Park 
Alt.  2 

Barton-Malow 
Scheme  of 
12/18/81 

$60.4 

$60.4 

Candlestick  Park 

Alt.  3 

New  Stadium 

at  Grade 

Air  Supported 

Structure 

$109.6 

$109.6 

Candlestick 

Alt.  4 

New  Stadium 

Tension 

Structure 

$113.3 

$113.3 

New  Dtn.  Stadium 
Alt.  1 
at  Grade 
Tension 
Structure 

New  Dtn.  Stadium 

Alt.  2 

at  Grade 

Air  Supported 

Structure 

New  Dtn.  Stadium 
Alt.  3 
Depressed 
Tension  Structure 

New  Dtn. 

Stadium 
Alt.  4 
Depressed 
Air  Supported 
Structure 

NEW  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM 


Site 
5 

Site 
7 

Site 
14 

$110.8 

$110.8 

$105.5 

$107.1 

$106. 1 

$101.3 

$106.1 

$101.9 
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LEE  SAYLOR.  INC. 
CONSULTING  COST  ENGINEERS 

»«8S0l.YMI«CB0OL£VA«)  SF   415  933  6000 

WALNUT O«EK.CAUf0RNtA 94596  lA   213  937  B181 


COST  ESTIMATE  REVIEW  AND  ANALYSIS 


OBJECTIVE: 

To  review  and  analyze  cost  estimates  prepared  by  Williams 
and  Burrows  and  Barton  Malow  for  alternative  schemes  and 
studies  concerning  the  Sports  Stadixjm  for  City  of  San 
Francisco.     The  pxirpose  of  the  review  was  to  assess  the 
unit  costs  used  in  these  estimates  for  their  reasonable- 
ness, consistency  and  authenticity. 


PROCEDURES : 

The  procedures  followed  were: 

1.  Review  the  unit  costs  used  in  relationship  to  the 
quantities  shown. 

2.  Check  the  quantities  against  the  drawings  for  those 
items  where  the  quantities  would  be  large  enough  to 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  total  cost. 

3.  Check  the  estimates  for  continuity  of' price  and 
quantity.     For  example: 

a)  Metal  deck  quantity  to  concrete  fill 

b)  Foundation  excavation  to  foundation  concrete 

c)  The  same  prices  for  the  same  work 

4.  Check  quantities  and  ratios. 

a)  Lbs .  rebar  to  CY  concrete 

b)  Lbs.  steel  to  sq.  ft,  of  surface  area 

c)  Cu.  yds.  concrete  to  sq.  ft.  of  surface  area 

5.  Check  composite  costs  for  their  relationship  to 
established  parameters. 

6.  Prepare  schedule  of  questionable  items  for  review 
by  the  study  team. 


P»WJ6CT  UANAQEMENT  •  ESTIMATES  •  SCHEDULES  •  FEASIBILITY  STUDIES  •  CXJNSTWXmON  CLAIMS 
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LEE  SAYLOR,  INC.  LSI  #8329n 

May  9,  1983 

COST  ESTIMATE  REVIEW  AND  ANALYSIS  -  Cont'd 


Check  estimates  and  plans  for  omissions  to  be 
sure  that  in  the  course  of  summarizing  and 
quantifying  the  various  alternates,  that  a  sig- 
nificant work  item  was  not  overlooked. 


In  the  preparation  of  the  variance  schedule  those  items 
that  met  the  criteria  of  reasonableness  were  not  listed 
although  they  had  been  reviewed  in  the  manner  described 
in  the  Procedure  Section.    Also,  those  items  that'  were 
questioned,  but  the  variance  value  was  not  significant, 
were  not  scheduled.     It  was  decided  that  for  the  purpose 
of  this  review,  only  variance  values  above  $15,000  would 
be  scheduled. 

Since  the  questioned  items  occur  in  more  than  one  estimate, 
it  was  felt  that  scheduling  each  estimate  independently 
would  be  redundant.     It  was  decided  that  the  questionable 
items  occurring  in  the  basic  estimates  (Alt.  #1  Candlestick 
and  Alt.  #1  Downtown  Stadium)  would  be  adequate  and  that 
all  other  estimates  could  be  adjusted  from  these  items. 

Exhibit  "A"  is  a  Revised  Construction  Cost  Summary  reflect- 
ing the  variances  recommended. 


Estimate  -  Barton-Malow/Alternate  2  -  Candlestick  was  not 
supported  by  worksheets  to  review.     This  total  was  not 
revised. 
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ESCALATION 


The  assumption  throughout  the  review  was  that  all 
costs  on  the  estimate  were  current  and  no  provisions  were 
included  for  escalation. 

Although  it  is  felt  that  it  will  not  be  in  the  11  to 
12  percent  range  that  was  experienced  in  1979,  1980  and 
1981,  inflation  will  be  experienced  in  each  of  the  coming 
years.     The  unstable  nature  of  the  present  economy  and  the 
uncertainty  of  the  future  years  makes  the  projection  of 
building  cost  escalation  very  difficult.     Following  is  our 
projection  for  the  upcoming  years: 

If  project  commences: 

6/1/84  Add  5.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/95  Add  12.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/86  Add  19.3%  to  Project  Cost 

6/1/87  Add  26.3%  to  Project  Cost 


mOJECT  UANAGEUENT  •  ESTIMATES  •  SCHEDULES  •  FEASIBIUTY  STUDIES  •  CONSTTHXTTION  CLAIMS 
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4.  TRAFFIC/TRANSPORTATION/PARKING 


A.  SCOPE 

The  objective  of  this  task  is  to  determine  how  the  transportation 
system  will  be  affected  by  a  stadium  in  the  proposed  development 
area.  For  each  of  the  alternative  stadium  sites,  the  following 
tasks  were  completed: 


o  Determination  of  how  alternative  amounts  of  parking,  availa- 
bility of  proposed  transit  improvements,  and  new  stadium 
location  in  general  will  affect  modal  split  and  origin/ 
destination  assumptions. 

o  Identification  of  traffic/transit  resources  and  problems, 
including  roadway  capacities,  available  parking  supply 
(existing  and  future),  and  existing  and  proposed  transit 
improvements. 

o  Development  of  alternative  parking/transit  supply  scenarios 
and  estimates  of  parking  spaces,  traffic  capacity,  and  tran- 
sit seats  needed  for  stadium  events. 

o  Identification  of  needed  transit,  traffic  and  parking 
improvements,  and  estimated  costs. 


B.  DATA 

The  data  used  in  the  analysis  of  downtown  stadium  alternatives 
was  obtained  from  a  number  of  background  sources  including  exist- 
ing reports,  field  observations,  and  interviews  with  City  and 
State  agency  staff.  The  data  sources  used  are  listed  by  subject 
category  below. 

Patron  Origin  Distribution  and  Mode  Choice  Analysis 
Reports: 

1.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Technical  Council 
Committee  6A5,  Traffic  Considerations  for  Special  Events,  An 
Informational  Report,  1976. 

2.  Edward  M.  Whitlock,  Eno  Foundation  for  Transportation,  Park- 
ing  for  Institutions  and  Special  Events,  1982. 
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Interviews: 

1.  John  Ashwood,  Consultant  DeLCAN,  Toronto,  Canada,  telephone 
conversations,   March  "1983. 

2.  Jim  Davis,  Division  of  Traffic  Engineering,  City  of  Atlanta, 
telephone  conversations  regarding  traffic  and  parking  at 
Atlanta  Stadium,   March  1983. 


Model  and  Demand  Elasticity  Data 
Reports : 

1.  Cambridge  Systematics,  Inc.,  Travel  Model  Development  Project 
for  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  Final  Report, 
Volume  II,   June  1980,  pgs  11.17-1  to  -29. 

2.  Y.  Chan,  et  al,  Pennsylvania  Transportation  Institute,  Review 
and  Compilation  of  Demand  Forecasting  Experience,  Report  No. 
PTI-7708,  1977. 

3.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
Division  of  Traffic,   Report  on  Candlestick  Park  Access,  1981. 

4.  Thomas  Domenich  and  David  McFadden,  Urban  Travel  Demand, 
North  Holland,  New  York,  1975. 

5.  Daniel  McFadden,  et  al,  U.C.  Berkeley,  Institute  of  Transpor- 
tation Studies,  Demand  Model  Estimation  and  Validation,  Vol- 
ume 5,  Final  Report  Series,  Urban  Travel  Demand  Forecasting 
Project,   Report  #UCB  ITS-SR-77-9,  June  1977. 

6.  Thomas  Parody,  Transportation  Research  Board,  Techniques  for 
Determining  Travel  Choices  For  a  Model  of  Non-Work  Travel, 
Transportation  Research  Record  No.   673TRB,  1978. 


Interviews : 

1.  Sam  Arabaglou,  Former  Business  Manager,  Candlestick  Park, 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Recreation 
and  Parks,    telephone  conversations,  1983. 

2.  Frank  Bauer,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  telephone  con- 
versations,   March  10  and  April   11,  1983. 

3.  Scott  Schoaf,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works,  Traffic  Division,  telephone  conversations, 
March  17  and  24,  1983. 
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San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Forecasting  Data 
Reports: 

1.  Greig  Harvey,  Institute  of  Transportation  Studies,  University 
of  California  Berkeley,  Travel  Profiles  for  Bay  Area  Workers, 
1979. 

2.  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Highway  SKIMS,  80-1, 
Mid-day  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Inter-zonal  Travel  Times^ 
1  982  . 

3.  Metropolitan   Transportation  Commission,    Transit   SKIMS^  80-1, 
Mid-day,   San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Inter-zonal  Travel  Times. 
1982  . 

4.  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Zonal  Level  of  Ser- 
vice Auto  Mode  Variables.   April  1983. 

5.  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  MTCFCAST  MODEL,  1965 
Validation  Step  Number  1.  Data  File  Totals  and  Averages. 
1977. 


Interviews : 

1  .     Ben  Chuck,    California  Department  of  Transportation,  District 
^,   telephone  conversations,  March  1983. 

2.     Eric   Harris,    Alameda-Contr a   Costa   Transit,    Planning  and 
Research  Department,   telephone  conversations,   March  1983. 


Traffic 
Reports  : 

1.  CALTRANS,   1981  Traffic  Volumes  on  California  State  Highways. 

2.  DKS  Associates,  Evaluation  of  Proposed  Transportation  Changes 
on  Third  Street.  1980. 

3.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Traffic  Considerations 
for  Special  Events.  1976. 

4.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Transportation  and 
Traffic  Engineering  Handbook,  1982. 

5.  JHK  &  Associates,    King  County  Stadium  and  CBD  Transportation 
and  Parking  Management  Strategies,  Various  Reports. 

6.  Kell,   J.H.   &  Fullerton,    I.J.,   Manual  of  Traffic  Signal  De- 
sign.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,    19  82. 
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7.  Parsons,  Brinkerhoff,  Quade  &  Douglas,  Inc.  (prepared  for 
CALTRANS),  1-280  Transfer  Concept  Program,  Narrative  Descrip- 
tion  A  Skptp.h   Plan  of  Alternatives,  1982. 

8.  Transportation  Research  Board,  National  Academy  of  Sciences, 
Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity.  Transportation  Re- 
search Circular  212,   TRB,  1980. 

9.  Various  draft  documents  regarding  Mission  Bay  transportation 
evaluations. 


Interviews: 

1.  Norman  Bray,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of 
Public  Works,  Traffic  Engineering  Division 

2.  Frank  Cannizzara,    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Redevel- 
opment Agency 

3.  Ben  Chuck,    California  Department  of  Transportation 

4.  Thomas  Conrad,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Redevelop- 
ment Agency 

5.  Ann  Hansen,    California  Department  of  Transportation,  Deputy 
District  Director 

6.  Robert  Isaacson,   City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Redevelop- 
ment Agency 

7.  Ron  Loewen,  City  of  Seattle,  Engineering  Department 

8.  William  Marconi,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department 
of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering 

9.  Robert  Reeves,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department 
of  City  Planning 

10.  Russel  Sayre,    California  Department  of  Transportation,  1-280 
Transfer  Concept  Program  Project  Director 

11.  Scott  Schoaf,   City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of 
Public  Works,  Traffic  Engineering  Division 

12.  Allan   Tan,    California   Department   of  Transportation,  Traffic 
Opera ti  ons 

13.  Donald  Tong,    California  Department  of  Transportation,  Bridge 
Operations 

U.  William  Van  Gelder,  City  of  Seattle,  City  Traffic  Engineer 
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Parking 

1.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning, Downtown  Parking  Inventory,  1982. 

2.  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Plan- 
ning, Peripheral  Parking  Opportunities  in  the  South  of  Market 
Area,  A  background  paper  for  the  Downtown  Plan,  December 
1 9  82 . 


Transit 
Reports: 

1.  Frierson,    John  J.,    Designing  for  Pedestrians  -  A  Level  of 
Service  Concept.   HRR355,  1971. 

2.  JHK  &  Associates,    Anaheim   Commercial/Recreation  Area  Trans- 
portation &  Circulation  Management  Studyj   19 80. 

Interviews : 

1.  Frank  Bower,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

2.  Tony  Bruzzone,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 

3.  Gene  Gardiner,  Alameda-Contra  Costa  Transit  Agency 
i|,     Charles  Romeyn,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Three  alternative  stadium  sites  within  the  proposed  development 
area  have  been  analyzed.  These  sites  consist  of  the  following: 

0  Site  7:  At  the  eastern  edge  of  the  development  area,  bor- 
dered by  King  Street  on  the  north,  China  Basin 
Channel  on  the  south,  Second  Street  on  the  east, 
and  Third  Street  on  the  west. 


o  Site  14:  Immediately  west  of  Site  7,  bordered  by  Townsend 
Street  on  the  north,  the  China  Basin  Building 
on  the  south,  Third  Street  on  the  east  and  Fourth 
Street  on  the  west. 

o  Site  5:  At  the  western  edge  of  the  development  area,  bor- 
dered by  Townsend  Street  on  the  north,  Channel 
Street  on  the  south,  Sixth  Street  on  the  east,  and 
Seventh  Street  on  the  west. 
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The  transportation  and  parking  analysis  has  focused  on  two  speci- 
fic cases:  a  Sunday  football  event  with  a  maximum  capacity  of 
70,000  people  and  an  evening  baseball  game  with  a  maximum  capa- 
city of  50,000  people.  It  is  assumed  that  no  weekday  events  will 
occur  at  the  stadium.  Events  such  as  Monday  night  football  games 
are  assumed  to  occur  infrequently  (maximum  of  1-2  times  per  year) 
and  are  therefore  not  treated  as  a  typical  design  condition  in 
the  following  analysis. 


D.  ANALYSIS 


The  following  analysis  considers  the  predicted  distribution  of 
patron  origins  and  transit/auto  mode  split  as  a  starting  point 
for  assessment  of  transportation  impacts  of  a  downtown  stadium. 
Based  on  these  predictions,  an  assessment  of  traffic  demand, 
corridor  capacity,  and  transit  impacts  is  discussed. 


Prediction  of  Patron  Origin  Distribution 

Very  little,   if  any,  difference  in  origin  distribution  exists 
among  the  alternative  sites  within  the  development  area.  The 
following  discussion     therefore  treats  the  sites  collectively 
rather  than  on  an  individual  basis. 

Predictions  of  origin  distribution  of  patrons  of  a  downtown 
stadium  located  within  the  proposed  development  area  have  been 
made  utilizing  a  model  derived  from  the  Metropolitan  Transporta- 
tion Commission's  (MTC)  home  based  social/recreational  distribu- 
tion and  mode  split  model  (HBSRDM)  of  social  and  recreational 
trips  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.^^^  The  derived  model  states 
that  origin  distribution  of  stadium  patrons  is  a  function  of  a) 
accessibility  and  mode  share  provided  by  auto  and  transit  stated 
as  levels  of  service  (travel  times)  from  stadium  market  sector 
locations  throughout  the  Bay  Area;  and  b)  average  household 
incomes  of  stadium  market  sector  locations  in  comparison  to  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area  region  as  a  whole.  A  more  detailed  de- 
scription of  the  equations  and  assumptions  used  in  the  model  is 
provided  in  Appendix  A. 


Cambridge  Systematics,  Inc.,  Travel  Demand  Development  Pro- 
ject for  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Final 
Report,  Volume  II,  June  1980,  Pgs.  11.17-1  to  -29. 
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Table  1  shows  the  distribution  of  origins  predicted  for  capacity 
football  events  at  a  downtown  stadium  in  comparison  to  the  cur- 
rent distribution  of  origins  for  Candlestick  Park.  The  results 
indicate  that  a  downtown  stadium  increases  San  Francisco  patron- 
age by  5  percent  of  total  attendance,  drawing  5,900  more  people 
from  the  City  than  currently  attend  football  games  at  Candlestick 
Park.^  From  the  East  and  North  Bay,  market  shares  would  show 
very  small  increases,   at  20  percent  and  7  percent  respectively. 

From  the  South  Bay  however,  a  6  percent  reduction  of  total 
attendance  at  football  games  would  result  when  compared  to  exist- 
ing conditions  at  Candlestick  Park. 

The  changes  in  the  origin  distribution  favors  San  Francisco  more 
than  the  North  and  East  Bay,  even  though  the  East  Bay,  especial- 
ly, has  a  bigger  relative  increase  in  accessibility.  This  is 
because  San  Francisco  remains  relatively  much  more  accessible 
than  the  north  and  east  sector  and  thus  picks  up  a  greater  share 
of  what  would  otherwise  be  expected  from  the  South  Bay,  assuming 
the  programs  support  capacity  attendance. 

The  equivalent  distribution  of  origins  of  baseball  patrons  for  a 
downtown  stadium  in  comparison  to  Candlestick  is  shown  in  Table 
2.  The  results  are  similar  to  football  events,  and  indicate  that 
a  4  percent  increase  in  San  Francisco  patrons  attending  baseball 
games  could  be  expected  at  a  downtown  stadium  in  comparison  to 
Candlestick.  Market  shares  from  the  East  and  North  Bay  would 
increase  slightly  by  1.5  percent  each.  However,  patrons  from  the 
South  Bay  attending  baseball  games  would  drop  by  7  percent  in 
comparison  to  the  existing  conditions  at  Candlestick  Park. 


Mode  Shares  Prediction 

Key  issues  in  assessing  the  feasibility  of  a  downtown  stadium 
location  are  the  share  of  attendance  coming  by  transit,  traffic 
congestion,  the  available  parking  supply,  the  capacity  of  tran- 
sit, and  the  costs  associated  with  handling  any  of  these.  All  of 
these  factors  are  related  to  the  percentage  of  patrons  using 
transit  as  a  mode  of  transportation  to  stadium  events.  If  the 
transit  share  is  too  low,  there  may  not  be  enough  parking  to 
support  the  crowd,  and  traffic  congestion  may  be  intolerable, 
reducing  the  attractiveness  of  the  events.  But  too  much  emphasis 
on  transit  may  be  costly  to  the  provider  or  to  the  patrons,  also 
suppressing  attendance. 


The  origin  distribution  model  assumes  that  accessibility  and 
population  are  the  only  factors  controlling  market  drawing 
potential.  Therefore,  if  an  effective  marketing  campaign  is 
not  implemented  along  with  development  of  a  new  downtown 
stadium,  the  predicted  increase  in  patrons  from  San  Fran- 
cisco could  be  less  than  555. 
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TABLE  1 


PREDICTED  ORIGIN  DISTRIBUTIOM 

SUNDAY  FOOTBALL  AT  DO¥NTO¥N  STADIUM  SITE 
WITHIN  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  AREA 


Percent  of  Candlestick  Origin  Distribution 

Patrons  From:  Distribution^ at  Downtown  Site 


San  Francisco 

27% 

32% 

South  Bay 

47* 

nn 

East  Bay 

19% 

20% 

North  Bay 

7i 

7% 

Total 

^oo% 

100% 

^ ^  A  1973  distribution  from  the  89  percent  of  capacity  crowds 
who  were  season  ticket  holders  (from  1981  Candlestick  Park 
Access  Report). 
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TABLE  2 


PREDICTED  ORIGIN  DISTRIBUTION 

WEEKEND  BASEBALL  AT  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  SITE 
WITHIN  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  AREA 


Percent  of  Candlestick  Origin  Distribution 

Patrons  From:  Distribution^''  at  Downown  Site 


San  Francisco 

3^% 

38% 

South  Bay 

36% 

East  Bay 

11.5% 

13% 

North  Bay 

11.5% 

13% 

Total 

100% 

100% 

(1)  A  distribution  from  the  Candlestick  Park  Access  Report  from 
an  update  of  a  prediction  made  by  Department  of  Public  Works 
in  1968. 
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The  resolution  of  transportation  issues  is  not  attained  by  simply 
providing  enough  roadway,  parking  and  transit  capacity.  Certain- 
ly, there  can  be  no  more  bus  riders  than  bus  capacity,  but  it  is 
also  true  that  even  existing  capacity  for  any  transportation 
system  will  not  be  used  if  better  alternatives  are  perceived  by 
the  patrons. 

This  section  predicts  the  likely  choices  of  transportation  mode 
by  patrons  assuming  different  pricing  and  levels  of  service  of 
auto  and  transit  modes,  and  assuming  capacity  exists  or  can  be 
provided  at  one  of  these  prices  and  levels.  By  comparing  these 
predictions  with  the  costs  and  other  constraints  of  their  asso- 
ciated services  one  can  see  the  feasible  or  most  likely  outcomes. 
Hopefully,  more  than  one  feasible  set  will  allow  some  optimiza- 
tion of  the  plan. 

Two  levels  of  analysis  have  been  utilized  in  predicting  mode 
choice  for  downtown  stadium  patrons.  First,  as  a  benchmark  for 
comparison  purposes,  research  on  transit  and  auto  mode  access  to 
stadiums  in  other  cities  throughout  the  country  has  been  con- 
ducted. The  results  of  this  research  are  shown  in  Table  3.  Public 
transit  shares  at  comparable  urban  stadiums  range  from  10  percent 
to  32  percent.  New  York  with  its  unique  transit  environment  (and 
50  percent  transit  to  some  stadium  events)  is  not  considered 
comparable,  nor  tabulated.  Other  figures  in  the  table  such  as 
Cleveland's  large  (24  percent)  private  bus  share  and  Kansas 
City's  25  percent  share  shuttle  buses  to  nearby  parking  lots  are 
not  considered  public  transit,   nor  applicable  to  San  Francisco. 

Table  3  shows  that  the  greatest  transit  shares  are  produced  at 
the  stadiums  with  special  bus  service  or  good  rail  access.  Figure 
1  plots  the  public  transit  share  against  a  measure  of  parking 
availability  -  the  number  of  spaces  nearby  divided  by  full 
attendance.  There  is  some  correlation  but  the  range  is  quite 
large  for  prediction  purposes.  Figure  2  plots  these  shares 
against  the  overall  share  of  transit  usage  in  the  metropolitan 
region  from  which  the  stadium  draws.  Again  the  spread  is  large 
but  if  park  and  ride  services  are  excluded,  there  is  a  trend  and 
it  depends  on  the  regional  convenience  of  transit.  It  suggests 
that  a  region  with  10  percent  overall  transit  usage  like  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  can  expect  at  least  14  percent  public  transit, 
and  up  to  30  percent  with  special  transit  or  good  rail  services. 

In  predicting  the  precise  mode  split  for  a  downtown  stadium 
within  the  proposed  development  area,  a  second  level  of  analysis 
has  been  conducted  which  is  based  on  M.T.C.'s  mode  and  destina- 
tion choice  model  for  social  and  recreational  trips  described  in 
the  preceding  section.  The  model  has  been  simplified  to  account 
for  two  modes  of  travel  (auto  and  transit)  and  adjusted  to 
account  for  demand-price  elasticities  from  other  models  and 
citiesC)  and  current  mode  choice  at  Candlestick  Park.  Based  on 

(1)     Percentage  change  in  demand  for  transit  relative  to  changes 
in  price. 
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TABLE  3 

TRANSIT  BODE  SHARES  FOR  STADIUMS 
THRODGHODT  THE  DHITED  STATES 


Public  Transit  Modes  (%)  Other  Transit 

Conven-  Park  &      SUM  Taxi, 

tional  Special              Ride      Public  Boat, 

Transit  Bus       Rail  Buses  Transit     etc.   Charter  Total 


Atlanta  2 

0 

10 

20 

32 

2 

1 

35 

Baltimore 

19* 

0 

19 

1 

8 

28 

Cleveland  neg. 

20 

10 

0 

30 

neg. 

24 

54 

Kansas  City(l) 

14* 

0 

14 

0 

1 

15 

Vashington  D.C. 

15* 

0 

15 

0 

N/A 

15 

Oakland  neg. 

0 

19 

0 

19 

0 

5 

24 

Seattle 

8* 

1 

6 

15 

5 

6 

26 

Philadelphia  d) 

10* 

0 

10 

0 

N/A 

10 

Pittsburgh 

30* 

30 

N/A 

N/A 

30 

(1)    These  stadiums  had  an  additional  15  to  26  percent  of  attend- 
ance shuttling  from  nearby  parking  lots. 

^Discrete  breakdown  of  public  transit  mode  shares  not  available 
for  this  stadium;  single  figure  represents  the  combined  mode 
share  estimate  for  conventional  transit,  special  bus,  and  rail 
service. 
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Figure  1. 

MODE  SPLIT 
VS 

PARKING  AVAILABILITY  U.S.   URBAN  STADIUMS:   FOOTBALL  EVENTS 


Total  Nearby  Parking 
Spaces  per  Attendee 


0.1  0.2  0.3  0.4 
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these  adjustments,  the  model  essentially  states  that  the  propor- 
tion of  patrons  choosing  transit  versus  the  auto  mode  for  travel 
to  the  downtown  stadium,  is  a  function  of: 

o  transit  and  auto  levels  of  service 

o  costs  for  both  modes 

o  household  sizes 

o  auto  ownership  levels,  and 

o  household  incomes 


Bus  and  rail  shares  of  transit  are  not  predicted  separately,  but 
are  added  together  (the  model  assumes  travelers  from  each  zone 
will  use  the  fastest  transit  alternative).  The  charter  and  club 
bus  share  is  accounted  for  separately.  (Further  discussion  of  the 
equations  and  assumptions  used  in  the  model  is  provided  in  Appen- 
dix A.) 

Figure  3  graphically  illustrates  the  form  of  the  relationships  in 
the  mode  shares  prediction  model.  It  also  shows  the  weighted 
average  of  the  predictions  for  the  downtown  stadium  and  the 
existing  Candlestick  transit  share  for  Sunday  football. 

Predictions  with  the  model  were  made  for  all  sectors  for  the 
following  full-capacity  conditions: 

Sunday  football  with  parking  price  settling  to  $6.00/game  in 
1982$ 

Sunday  football  with  $4.00  parking 

Saturday  baseball  with  parking  price  settling  to  $4.00/game, 
and 

Saturday  baseball  with  $6.00  parking. 


All  four  of  these  sets  of  predictions  are  for  standard  transit 
fares,  i.e.  no  special  service  or  fares,  in  contrast  to  Candle- 
stick Park.^^) 

The  two  sets  of  transit  share  predictions  for  Sunday  football  are 
shown  in  Table  4.  The  shares  are  labeled  "expected"  at  $6.00 
parking  ($8.00  in  1987  at  six  percent  inflation).  Parking  prices 
have  been  based  on  what  seems  reasonable  for  a  downtown  site. 


(1)     Predictions  for  premium  service  and  corresponding  fares  gave 
slightly  lower  transit  usage  at  the  new  site. 
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TABLE  4 

PREDICTED  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  SHARES^ 
SUNDAY  FOOTBALL 
(Using  Off-Peak  Transit  Service  and  Standard  Fares) 

Percent  of  70,000  Capacity  Crowd 


Origin 
Sector 


Typical  Origins 
Transit  Fares 
-round  trip- 


Parking  Scenarios 
Expected  Possible 
§  $6.00  6  $4.00 


San  Francisco 

South  Bay 
East  Bay 
North  Bay 


Marina,  Richmond, 
North  Beach, 
Mission:  $1.20 

San  Carlos,  $4.00  7% 
Saratoga,  $8.00 

Richmond,  $3.50  lU 
Walnut  Creek,  $3.60 

San  Rafael,  $4.00  7% 
Petaluma,  $5.60 


3556 
5% 

5% 


^ ''  ^     Excludes  club 
football  games. 


buses  which  average  B%  overall  for  capacity 


4-16 


They  represent  a  50  percent  increase  over  Candlestick  Park  but 
only  a  20  percent  increase  over  present  levels  at  Moscone  Center. 
The  shares  that  would  result  from  the  price  settling  to  $4.00  are 
also  shown  because  there  may  be  political  or  economic  forces 
which  hold  parking  prices  down. 

The  expected  transit  shares  from  San  Francisco  are  somewhat  over 
twice  that  at  Candlestick  Park  today.  The  shares  from  other 
sectors  are  all  new  behavior,  compared  to  Candlestick  where  they 
were  negligible. 

Table  5  shows  the  equivalent  predictions  of  public  transit  shares 
for  weekend  capacity  baseball  events.  All  input  data  and  model 
assumptions  are  the  same  except: 

1.  The  model  calibration  showed  capacity  baseball  crowds  to 
favor  transit  slightly  more  than  football  fans  (smaller 
baseball  crowds  favored  transit  even  more). 

2.  The  expected  parking  price  scenario  for  baseball  is  $4.00/ 
game  because  the  smaller  crowd  will  put  less  pressure  on  the 
supply  and  the  price  will  drop  (Saturday  shoppers,  etc.,  do 
not  fill  the  gap).  For  comparison  purposes  however,  the 
$6.00  parking  price  prediction  is  also  shown. 

The  predicted  transit  mode  shares  are  slightly  less  than  for 
football . 

The  expected  transit  shares  for  baseball  events  are  smaller  than 
those  for  football  because  the  parking  prices  are  expected  to  be 
lower.  This  is  true  even  though  baseball  fans  have  a  slightly 
greater  tendency  to  use  transit. The  auto  mode  encouragement 
of  a  $2.00  smaller  parking  charge  is  greater. 

Table  6  adds  the  club  bus  shares  to  the  public  transit  share 
prediction  for  football  and  weights  these  by  the  origin  sector 
distributions  shown  previously.  This  gives  the  summary  total 
share  all  transit  modes  expected  for  capacity  football  -  28  per- 
cent of  attendance.  Since  the  club  buses  are  not  dependent  on 
public  transit  service  levels,  they  have  been  assumed  to  remain 
the  same  as  at  Candlestick  Park  (8  percent  for  football,  5  per- 
cent for  baseball).  Data  on  their  distribution  was  not  available 
except  for  comments  from  City  staff  that  over  50  percent  came 
from  the  South  Bay.  Distributing  the  remainder  proportionally  to 
their  total  sector  share  reveals  the  totals  in  the  table. 


According  to  data  from  capacity  events  at  Candlestick  Park, 
baseball  fans  have  about  a  one  out  of  a  six  percent  greater 
propensity  to  use  transit  than  football  fans  at  capacity 
events.  The  differences  have  often  appeared  higher  because 
percentage  transit  usage  increases  with  smaller  baseball 
crowds,  and  these  are  the  percentages  often  compared  with 
capacity  football  percentages. 
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(1) 


TABLE  5 

PREDICTED  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  SHARES' 
WEEKEND  BASEBALL 
(Using  Off-Peak  Transit  Service  and  Standard  Fares) 


Percent  of  50,000  Crowd 


Origin 
Sector 


Typical  Origins 
Transit  Fares 
-round  trip- 


Parking  Scenarios 
Expected  Possible 
e  $4.00  6  $6.00 


San  Francisco 

South  Bay 
East  Bay 
North  Bay 


Marina,  Richmond,  41% 
North  Beach, 
Mission:  $1.20 

San  Carlos,  $4.00  6% 
Saratoga,  $8.00 

Richmond,  $3.50  ^0% 
Walnut  Creek,  $3.60 

San  Rafael,  $4.00  6% 
Petaluma,  $5.60 


50% 
9% 

9% 


(1) 


Excludes  club  bus  share  which  averages  five  percent  overall 
for  capacity  baseball  games. 
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TABLE  6 

SUMMARY  OF  TRANSIT  AND  CLUB  BUS  SHARES 
SUNDAY  FOOTBALL  AT  DOHNTOHN  SITE 
EXPECTED  SCENARIO 

Transit  Share  Transit  Contribution 

Within  Sector  to  Total  Attendance 


Origin                       Public  Club  Public  Club 

Sector                      Transit  Bus  Transit  Bus 

San  Francisco               W  ^%  ^H%  1.3% 

South  Bay                       7%  10%  3%  ^.2% 

East  Bay                        lU  8%  2,5%  1 .6? 

North  Bay                       7%  12%  0.5%  0.9% 

Subtotal  Transit  Modes  20%  8% 
Grand  Total 

Transit  Mode  Shares  28% 


At  $6.00  parking  and  increased  transit  runs  on  standard 
lines  with  standard  fares. 
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This  is  less  than  at  comparable  downtown-oriented  stadiums  in 
Atlanta  (32  percent)  and  Cleveland  (30  percent)  with  their 
special  transit  services.  However,  it  exceeds  the  experience  in 
Oakland  (19  percent),"  with  its  good  rail  connection.  Table  7 
shows  the  equivalent  of  the  totals  in  Table  6  but  for  capacity 
baseball  events.  Twenty-five  percent  of  these  crowds  are  expected 
to  come  by  transit. 


Traffic/Parking/Transit  Analysis 

The  traffic  elements  for  the  downtown  stadium  sites  were  eval- 
uated for  two  primary  conditions  -  a  Sunday  70,000  capacity 
football  game  and  a  weeknight  baseball  game.  A  wide  fluctuation 
in  attendance  is  anticipated  at  the  baseball  games.  The  evalua- 
tion made  at  a  50,000  attendance  level  represents  a  "worst  case" 
situation.  Lower  attendance  will  reduce  any  impacts  on  the  sta- 
dium area  and  the  transportation  system. 

Transportation  at  a  sports  stadium  involves  three  major  compo- 
nents -  arrivals  by  automobile,  arrivals  by  transit  (bus,  train, 
etc.),  and  pedestrians.  The  pedestrian  element  is  especially 
crucial  in  the  immediate  environs  of  a  downtown  stadium.  Each  of 
these  elements  will  be  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  succeeding 
paragraphs. 

The  downtown  site  study  area  ranges  from  Second  Street  on  the 
east  to  Seventh  Street  on  the  west  and  from  Townsend  on  the  north 
to  the  China  Basin  Channel  on  the  south.  The  transportation 
analysis  considered  sites  at  either  end  of  the  corridor-  Site  7 
being  between  Second  and  Third  Streets  and  Site  5  being  between 
Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets.  Because  there  are  very  few  differences 
in  the  transportation  implications  for  each  of  the  sites,  speci- 
fic analysis  was  focused  on  a  demonstration  site.  Where  differ- 
ences exist,    this  is  noted  in  the  discussion. 

Site  14,  located  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  and  between 
Townsend  and  the  present  China  Basin  Building,  was  chosen  as  the 
demonstration  site.  This  site  has  street  access  on  at  least  three 
sides  and  a  preliminary  site  layout  that  provides  an  internal 
circulating  roadway  connecting  a  future  King  Street  Parkway.  The 
demonstration  site  also  envisions  structures  in  the  four  corners 
of  the  site  (outside  the  circulating  roadway)  that  will  provide 
vertical  access  to  an  entry  level  of  the  stadium.  Pedestrian 
over-crossings  of  Third,  Fourth,  and  Townsend  Streets  will  be 
necessary  to  load  and  unload  the  stadium.  During  a  capacity  event 
(70,000),  approximately  57,000  fans  must  cross  these  streets. 
Since  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  in  particular  are  major  access  and 
transit  routes,  it  is  essential  that  the  pedestrian  and  vehicular 
conflict  be  separated. 
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TABLE  7 


SUMMARY  OF  TRANSIT  AND  CLUB  BUS  SHARES 
WEEKEND  BASEBALL  AT  DO¥NTOVN  SITE 


EXPECTED  SCENARIO 


Origin 
Sector 


Transit  Share 
Within  Sector 
Public  Club 
Transit  Bus 


Transit  Contribution 
to  Total  Attendance 
Public  Club 
Transit  Bus 


San  Francisco 


4U 


2.5% 


15.6% 


1.0% 


South  Bay 
East  Bay 
North  Bay 


6% 


10% 


6% 


Subtotal,  transit  modes 

Grand  Total 
Transit  Mode  Shares 


6% 


5% 


8% 


2.3% 
1.3% 
0.8% 

20% 


2.3% 
0.7% 
1.0% 

8% 


25% 


( 1  )     At   $4.00  parking  and   increased  transit  runs   on  standard 
lines  with  standard  fares. 
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The  downtown  sites  are  accessible  from  the  major  areas  supplying 
the  fans.  The  major  inbound  and  outbound  routes  are  identified  on 
Tables  8  and  9,  and  are  illustrated  in  Figures  4  and  5.  Because 
there  is  no  on-site  parking,  the  destinations  of  the  automobile 
drivers  are  initially  spread  over  an  area  roughly  bounded  by 
Market  Street  on  the  north,  First  Street  on  the  east,  Sixth 
Street  on  the  west,  and  Mission  Rock  Street  on  the  south.  These 
boundaries  pertain  primarily  to  the  demonstration  site  and  Site 
7.  If  Site  5  at  the  western  end  of  the  study  area  were  selected, 
the  area  would  move  westward  to  Tenth  Street  and  southerly  to 
Sixteenth  Street.  When  the  extensive  parking  facilities  planned 
for  the  Mission  Bay  Development  become  available,  there  will  be  a 
greater  concentration  of  destinations  closer  to  the  stadium  site. 

The  primary  area,  particular  that  south  of  Interstate  80,  is 
currently  industrial  in  nature  and  is  congested  during  the  day- 
time hours.  There  is  excessive  truck  loading  and  double  parking 
in  this  area  that  contributes  to  the  congestion.  Many  of  the 
older  buildings  have  loading  docks  that  necessitate  trucks  block- 
ing one  or  more  lanes  of  traffic  while  loading  or  unloading. 
However,  during  the  night-time  hours  and  on  weekends,  traffic 
volumes  are  significantly  lower.  Superimposing  the  anticipated 
traffic  load,  both  automobiles  and  buses,  on  existing  traffic 
does  not  pose  significant  problems  providing  suitable  marketing 
of  parking  locations  is  done  in  advance  and  there  are  means  of 
directing  patrons  to  available  parking  without  penetration  to  the 
stadium  site.  The  pre-game  arrival  pattern  is  normally  distri- 
buted over  a  period  of  90  minutes  or  more  which  will  tend  to 
distribute  the  traffic  loading.  Although  the  Mission  Bay  Project 
is  expected  to  eventually  provide  large  amounts  of  parking  near 
the  stadium  site,  there  is  sufficient  parking  within  reasonable 
walking  or  shuttle  bus  distance  to  accommodate  the  anticipated 
demand.  Tail  gate  parties  at  Candlestick  Stadium  have  been  very 
popular  in  the  past.  Although  there  is  no  centralized  stadium 
parking  to  accommodate  this  activity,  it  is  anticipated  that  on- 
street  parking  in  the  area  may  be  utilized  for  tail  gate  parties, 
particularly  in  the  near  term  before  redevelopment  takes  away 
some  of  the  open  spaces  that  presently  exist.  (Parking  is  dis- 
cussed in  greater  detail  in  Section  C.) 

Post-game  discharge  varies  depending  upon  the  excitement  of  the 
game,  the  score,  and  other  factors.  An  exciting,  close  game  will 
retain  patrons  until  the  end  of  the  game.  This  constitutes  the 
most  intense  discharge  rate.  Although  patrons  may  leave  the 
stadium  within  30  to  40  minutes,  the  discharge  from  the  area  will 
last  50  to  90  minutes.  Transit  passengers  on  regular  or  special 
services  will  normally  exit  in  the  shortest  time.  Charter  or  club 
bus  passengers  must  first  walk  to  the  staging  area  and  then 
normally  wait  until  the  buses  are  loaded  before  being  able  to 
depart.  Auto  passengers  must  first  walk  to  their  vehicles  and 
then  depart.  The  dispersed  parking  locations  spread  the  entry  of 
automobiles  into  the  traffic  system  and  do  not  provide  the  same 
concentrations  that  occur  from  an  on-site  parking  facility  such 
as  the  Candlestick  parking  lot.  There  will  be  some  congestion  and 
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TABLE  8 

INBOUND  ROUTES  TO  DOWNTOWN  STADIUM 


From  South,  Southwest,  &  Peninsula 

1-280  to  Sixth  &  Brannan 

New  1-280  transfer  touchdown 
Mariposa  to  Third  Street 

US-101  to  1-80  to         Seventh  Street 

Fourth  Street 
Ninth  Street 

US-101  to  Vermont  to  Mariposa  or  Sixteenth  Street 

Third  Street 


From  West 


Geary-0' Farrell  to 


Oak  to 


Hyde  to  Eighth  Street 
Jones  to  Sixth  Street 
Mason  to  Fifth  Street 
Stockton  to  Fourth  Street 

Tenth  Street 
US-101  to  Seventh  Street 
Fourth  Street 


Market  Street 

Sixteenth  Street  to  Folsom 
Army  Street  to  Third  Street 


From  North  and  Harin 

Gough  to  US-101  to  1-80  to    Seventh  Street 

Fourth  Street 

Van  Ness  to  O'Farrell 
Hyde  to  Eighth  Street 
Jones  to  Sixth  Street 
Mason  to  Fifth  Street 
Stockton  to  Fourth  Street 
Montgomery  to  New  Montgomery 
Battery  to  First  Street 
Embarcadero 


From  East 

Bay  Bridge  to  Fifth  Street 

Eighth  Street 
Fremont  Street 

San  Mateo  Bridge  to  US-101 
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TABLE  9 

OUTBOUND  ROUTES  FROM  DOVHTOWN  STADIUM 


To  South,  Southuest  &  Peninsula 

1-280  Corridor  Sixth  &  Brannan  to  1-280 

New  1-280  transfer  touchdown  to  1-280 
Third  Street  S  to  Mariposa  to  1-280 

US-101  Corridor  Fourth  &  Harrison  On-Ramp 

Harrison  at  Seventh  On-Ramp 
Tenth  at  Bryant  On-Ramp 
South  Van  Ness  On-Ramp 

Fourth  Street  South  to  Third  Street 


To  West 

Post-Geary  Corridor  Third  to  Kearney 

Sixth  to  Taylor  to  Post  to  Geary 

Seventh  to  Leavenworth 
Ninth  to  Larkin 

Fell  St.  Corridor      Seventh  to  US-101 

Fourth  to  US-101  to  Fell 

Ninth  to  Hayes 

Sixteenth  Street        Harrison  to  Sixteenth 
Army  Street  Third  to  Army 

Market  Street 


To  North  &  Marin 

Franklin  Corridor      Fourth  to  US-101 

Seventh  to  US-101  to  Franklin 

Ninth  to  Hayes 

Seventh  to  Leavenworth 
Sixth  to  Taylor 
Fifth  to  Ellis 
Third  to  Kearney 
Embarcadero 


To  East 

Bay  Bridge  Fifth  Street 

Bryant  to  Eighth  Street 
Bryant  at  Sterling  Street 
Harrison  &  Essex  Street 
Harrison  &  First  Street 

San  Mateo  Bridge        South  on  US-101 
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MAJOR  INGRESS  ROUTES 


FIGURE  4 
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MAJOR  EGRESS  ROUTES  figure  s 
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delay  at  on-ramps  to  the  freeway.  These  locations  will  undoubt- 
edly require  police  officer  point  control.  The  volumes  on  the 
freeway  will  not  normally  be  a  controlling  factor.  For  night 
games,  this  time  element  would  be  between  10  P.M.  and  midnight, 
for  football  games  it  would  be  4  to  6  P.M.  on  Sunday  afternoons. 


a.     Traffic  Demand 

For  estimating  traffic  demand,  the  most  conservative  modal  share 
and  parking  price  scenarios  discussed  previously  have  been 
selected.  For  Sunday  football,  a  capacity  crowd  of  70,000  is  used 
with  moderate  parking  fees  ($4.00)  and  a  modal  share  of  23  per- 
cent arriving  by  mass  transit.  For  weeknight  baseball,  a  crowd  of 
50,000  is  used  again  with  the  $4.00  parking  fee  resulting  in  a 
modal  share  of  24.6  percent  arriving  by  mass  transit.  Use  of 
these  assumptions  reveals  a  worst  case  assessment  of  traffic 
impacts.  Lesser  crowds  associated  with  most  weeknight  baseball 
games  at  least,  of  course,  reduce  the  traffic  demand  proportion- 
ately and  lessen  any  impacts  in  the  stadium  area  and  on  the 
transportation  system. 

Origins  were  determined  for  four  major  areas  -  San  Francisco, 
South  Bay  (Peninsula),  North  Bay,  and  East  Bay.  The  number  of 
patrons  from  each  area  was  determined  and  the  modal  share  (dif- 
ferent for  each  origin)  applied  to  determine  the  number  of  people 
arriving  by  automobile.  A  vehicle  occupancy  factor  was  used  to 
determine  the  number  of  cars.  An  occupancy  factor  of  3.12  was 
used  for  football  and  a  factor  of  3.0  was  used  for  baseball. 

This  analysis  resulted  in  an  estimate  of  17,300  cars  for  Sunday 
football  and  12,600  cars  for  a  weeknight  baseball  crowd  of 
50,000.  The  trips  from  the  origins  were  then  assigned  to  the 
major  corridors.  Most  assignments  are  obvious  (e.g.,  North  Bay 
trips  arrive  from  the  north).  A  small  portion  of  the  East  Bay 
trips  will  utilize  the  San  Mateo-Hay ward  Bridge  and  approach  the 
stadium  from  the  south.  The  San  Francisco  trips  arrive  by  three 
corridors  -  North,  West,  and  South  depending  upon  where  they 
actually  begin  their  trip.  The  results  of  the  assignments  are 
presented  in  Table  10,  and  the  corridor  flows  are  illustrated  in 
Figures6and7. 

It  is  emphasized  that  these  values  are  anticipated  maximums.  They 
represent  a  capacity  football  crowd  and  a  very  large  baseball 
crowd  (Giants  opening  day  in  1983  had  an  attendance  slightly  over 
50,000).  A  20,000  attendance  baseball  game  would  generate  only 
5  ,000  automobiles.  Also,  if  more  people  can  be  induced  to  shift 
to  transit,  the  number  of  automobiles  will  be  reduced. 


4-27 


TABLE  10 

FOOTBALL  SUNDAY  (70,000  Attendance*) 


Auto  Trip  Origins 
Corridor  S.F.       So. Bay        No. Bay      East  Bay  Total 


South  &  Southwest  1,250 

7,850 

150 

9,250 

West  2,250 

2,250 

North  900 

1,300 

2,200 

East 

3,600 

3,600 

TOTAL  4,400 

7,850 

1,300  3,750 

17,300 

*77  percent  arriving  by  automobile 

WEEKNIGHT  BASEBALL  (50,000 

Attendance**) 

Corridor  S.F. 

Auto 

So. Bay 

Trip  Origins 
No. Bay      East  Bay 

Total 

South  &  Southwest  1,500 

5,300 

50 

6,850 

West  1,700 

1  ,700 

North                             '  400 

1,850 

2,250 

East 

1,800 

1  ,800 

TOTAL  3,600 

5,300 

1,850  1,850 

12,600 

**75.4  percent  arriving  by 

automobil e 
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SUNDAY  FOOTBALL 
70,000  ATTENDANCE 


FIGURE  6 
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b.     Corridor  Capacity  and  Level  of  Service 

The  stadium  development  area  is  served  by  well  defined  routes 
from  the  east  and  south.  The  northern  and  western  quadrants,  on 
the  other  hand,  do  not  have  concentrated  route  structures.  Traf- 
fic originating  from  these  quadrants  has  a  variety  of  major 
streets  to  use  to  reach  the  stadium  area  as  shown  earlier  in 
Figure  Because  of  the  variety  of  routes  available  and  because 
of  the  time  periods  involved  (weekday  evenings  and  weekend  days), 
no  serious  capacity  problems  are  anticipated.  Brief  delays  may  be 
encountered,  but  drivers  familiar  with  the  street  pattern  will 
shift  to  avoid  congestion. 

Traffic  from  the  East  Bay  will  be  concentrated  on  the  Bay  Bridge. 
Only  a  small  percentage  will  utilize  the  San  Mateo-Hayward  Bridge 
and  US-101.  The  capacity  of  the  Bay  Bridge  is  approximately  9,500 
vehicles  per  hour  per  direction.  For  weeknight  baseball  games, 
westbound  traffic  is  less  than  half  of  capacity  (4,500  vehicles 
from  6  to  7  P.M.)  and  can  easily  absorb  the  anticipated  increase 
(1,800  vehicles)  without  undue  delay  or  congestion.  Level  of 
Service  B  can  be  maintained.  Similarly,  after  an  evening  game, 
the  existing  demand  is  low  and  the  game  traffic  can  be  accommo- 
dated at  Level  of  Service  A.  With  the  excellent  levels  of  service 
achieved  with  a  50,000  patron  baseball  crowd,  it  is  obvious  that 
smaller  crowds  will  have  even  less  impact  on  the  area  and  the 
Bridge . 

Loading  does  become  more  intense  for  capacity  crowds  (70,000)  at 
a  Sunday  football  game.  Westbound  traffic  on  the  bridge  from  12 
to  1  P.M.  is  approximately  6,600  vehicles  per  hour.  This  leaves  a 
reserve  capacity  of  2,900  vehicles  per  hour.  The  Stadium  demand 
is  3,600  vehicles  over  a  90  minute  period.  If  75  percent  of  this 
demand  (2,700  vehicles)  arrives  in  the  12  to  1  P.M.  period, 
capacity  is  not  exceeded  (reserve  capacity  of  200),  but  the 
Bridge  will  be  operating  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  will  be  neces- 
sary for  the  Bridge  metering  system  to  be  operational  to  ensure 
smooth  traffic  flow.  Post-game  traffic  may  present  a  more  serious 
problem  if  the  egress  pattern  is  concentrated  (i.e.,  an  exciting 
game  wil  all  the  fans  remaining  till  the  final  gun).  The  Bridge 
is  currently  carrying  approximately  6,000  vehicles  per  hour  east- 
bound  from  5  to  6  P.M.  on  Sunday.  The  addition  of  the  estimated 
3,600  stadium  vehicles  reaches  the  capacity  of  the  bridge,  and 
there  can  be  problems  at  the  on-ramps.  The  most  apparent  ramp  is 
at  Fifth  and  Bryant.  This  ramp  will  be  overloaded  unless  suffi- 
cient drivers  can  be  diverted  to  other  ramps  such  as  Sterling 
Street,  Harrison  and  Essex,  Harrison  and  First,  and  Bryant  at 
Eighth. 
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Access  from  the  south  is  via  two  freeways  (US-101  and  1-280)  and 
Third  Street.  The  combined  directional  capacity  of  the  freeways 
is  13,300  vehicles  per  hour.  The  capacity  of  Third  Street  south 
of  Fourth  is  1,700  vehicles  per  hour.  This  provides  a  total 
directional  capacity  to  the  south  of  15,000  vehicles  per  hour.  A 
weeknight  baseball  game  of  50,000  attendance  generated  6,850 
vehicles  in  this  corridor.  The  existing  northbound  flow  is 
approximately  7,250  vehicles  from  6  to  7  P.M.  for  a  total  loading 
of  1M,100  vehicles  per  hour  or  9^  percent  of  the  available  capa- 
city (Level  of  Service  E).  Following  the  game,  there  are  approxi- 
mately 3,200  vehicles  southbound  in  the  corridor.  When  the  total 
stadium  load  (6,850)  is  added,  the  total  is  10,050  vehicles  per 
hour,  approximately  2/3  of  the  available  capacity  (also  Level  of 
Service  B).  Smaller  crowds  (less  than  50,000)  will  have  less 
impact  in  the  area  and  on  the  corridor. 

For  a  Sunday  football  game  with  a  capacity  crowd  of  70,000,  there 
are  9,250  vehicles  wanting  to  use  the  southern  corridor  facili- 
ties. Existing  traffic  northbound  from  12  to  1  P.M.  on  Sunday  is 
approximately  4,700.  The  total  demand  of  13,950  is  93  percent  of 
capacity.  Pre-game  volumes  are  normally  spread  over  more  than  a 
one-hour  period  which  would  reduce  the  loading  described  above. 
Assuming  75  percent  arriving  in  the  one-hour  period  gives  a  total 
flow  of  11,600  vehicles  per  hour  or  77  percent  of  capacity  which 
corresponds  to  Level  of  Service  C.  Actual  counts  were  taken  in 
April,  1983  at  the  northbound  freeway  off-ramps  and  northbound 
Third  Street  during  the  morning  peak  period.  The  total  volume 
entering  the  area  was  10,600  vehicles  during  the  peak  hour. 

The  post-game  volumes  on  this  corridor  are  also  approximately 
4,700  vehicles  per  hour.  With  the  addition  of  9,250  stadium 
vehicles,  the  total  volume  is  13,950  or  93  percent  of  capacity. 
April  1983  counts  indicate  the  ability  to  load  at  least  8,800 
vehicles  onto  the  system  from  the  stadium  area.  Peak  flows  are 
shown  in  Figure  8.  Some  of  these  flows  are  constrained  by  the 
heavy  flow  already  on  the  freeway  (e.g.,  the  Seventh  and  Harrison 
on-ramp).  These  ramps  could  carry  more  traffic  when  the  freeway 
is  operating  at  lower  flow  rates.  An  additional  on-ramp  to  1-280 
is  anticipated  as  part  of  the  1-280  Transfer  Program  which  will 
greatly  increase  the  ability  to  load  the  freeway  system. 


c.     Parking  Impacts 

1.     Existing  Downtown  Parking  Supply 

An  inventory  of  parking  services  within  an  access  zone  for 
pedestrians  and  shuttle  buses  shown  in  Figure  9  was  identified  in 
the  following  manner: 

0  Existing  parking  within  a  20  minute  walking  distance  of 
Sites  5,  7,  and  14  were  inventoried  on  a  block  by  block 
basis. 
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CURRENT  FREEWAY  RAMP  PEAK  HOUR 
VOLUMES  (APRIL,  1983) 

FIGURE  8 

4-33 

Note:     Volumes  are  highest  peak  hour  volumes  observed  in  either  AM  or  PM  peak 


PARKING  ACCESS  ZONES 

— — -      20  MINUTE  WALK  ZONE,  SITE  7  &  14 

—  — —      20  MINUTE  WALK  ZONE,  SITE  5  j 

i 


o  The  total  supply  was  disaggregated  by  the  numbers  of  public 
and  private  spaces. 

0  The  public  parking  supply  was  factored  for  availability 
during  weekday,  weeknight,  and  weekend  periods  to  produce 
the  net  number  of  spaces  likely  to  be  available  during  these 
periods. 


Table  11  provides  a  summary  of  parking  supply.  The  table  shows 
that  there  are  approximately  22,101  total  spaces  (14,824  public 
spaces  and  7,277  private  spaces)  accessible  to  Sites  7  and  14 
within  a  20  minute  walking  distance.  Assuming  joint  use  of  pri- 
vate spaces,  approximately  90  percent  of  this  total  supply 
(19,891  spaces)  would  be  available  during  weeknights  and  weekend 
nights.  Roughly  73  percent  or  16,134  spaces  would  be  available  on 
Saturdays  at  noon.  For  Site  5,  roughly  19,471  spaces  (14,377 
public  spaces,  and  5,094  private  spaces)  are  accessible.  Approxi- 
mately 17,524  spaces  would  be  available  during  weeknights  and 
weekend  nights  and  14,214  spaces  during  Saturdays  at  noon.  In 
addition,  there  are  roughly  6,100  on-street  spaces  within  a 
twenty  minute  walking  distance  of  the  stadium  sites.  Of  this 
total,  approximately  4,000-5,000  spaces  would  be  available  during 
weekends  and  weeknights. 


2.     Future  Downtown  Parking  Supply 

The  downtown  parking  supply  in  the  South  of  Market  area  is 
likely  to  undergo  significant  changes  as  new  office  development 
continues  through  the  remainder  of  this  century.  Numerous  pro- 
jects are  planned  or  have  been  completed  which  relate  to  the 
future  of  downtown  parking. 

The  most  significant  new  additions  to  the  downtown  parking  supply 
in  proximity  to  the  stadium  sites  will  be  provided  by  the  Mission 
Bay  Mixed  Use  Development  proposed  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Devel- 
opment Company.  This  development  may  include  up  to  16,410  total 
spaces  at  completion.  The  parking  supply  potentially  accessible 
to  stadium  patrons  by  1990  may  include  only  the  early  phase  of 
the  project  consisting  of  parking  proposed  at  the  Banana  Triangle 
(between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets)  south  of  the  channel.  This 
area  would  contain  about  2,480  parking  spaces.  Shortly  there- 
after, when  Phase  2  of  the  project  is  completed,  an  additional 
7,230  spaces  may  be  available  north  of  the  channel.  When  this 
future  supply  is  combined  with  the  existing,  unadjusted  parking 
supply  within  a  20  minute  walking  distance  of  the  site,  between 
29,000  and  32,000  spaces  would  be  accessible  to  the  three  poten- 
tial stadium  sites. 
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3.     Evaluation  of  Parking  Demand  and  Supply  for  a  New  Down- 
town Stadium 

A  new  downtown  stadium  of  70,000  seats  would  generate  a 
parking  demand  of  approximately  17,300  vehicles  for  capacity 
Sunday  football  game.  Available  supplies  within  the  access  zones 
of  all  three  sites  are  sufficient  to  meet  the  demand  of  Sunday 
capacity  football  games,  assuming  both  public  and  private  parking 
lots  and  garages  remain  open  and  90  percent  of  the  total  spaces 
are  available.  On  Saturdays,  less  spaces  would  be  available,  but 
demand  would  also  be  less  for  a  capacity  baseball  game  (about 
12,600  cars).  Available  supplies  would  be  adequate  for  this 
situation  as  well  as  a  weeknight  capacity  baseball  game. 

In  the  future,  it  is  likely  that  existing  parking  spaces  in  the 
downtown  will  be  displaced  as  development  occurs.  The  importance 
of  another  source  of  parking  such  as  the  Mission  Bay  supply  will 
therefore  increase.  If  the  Mission  Bay  supply  does  not  become 
available,  city  policy  should  seek  to  protect  existing  supplies 
by  requiring  replacement  of  parking  that  may  be  displaced  by 
future  development. 


d.     Transit  Analysis 

The  scenarios  presented  in  this  section  for  the  proposed  downtown 
stadium  location  is  based  on  trip  origin  distributions  and  esti- 
mated transit  mode  shares  discussed  previously.  The  analysis 
focuses  on  a  Sunday  football  game  with  a  capacity  attendance 
level  of  70,000.  A  relatively  high  parking  fee  ($6.00)  was 
assumed  which  produces  a  27.5  percent  transit  share  of  the 
patronage.  This  was  taken  as  a  "worst  case"  scenario.  Five  tran- 
sit scenarios  were  developed  to  evaluate  transit  access  in  this 
type  of  situation.  A  50,000  attendance  baseball  game  was  also 
analyzed  as  a  maximum  weeknight  event.  The  aim  of  this  analysis 
is  to  identify  the  number  of  transit  vehicles  that  would  need  to 
access  the  stadium  and  the  facilities  needed  to  accommodate  them. 

Load  factors  are  a  critical  element  in  evaluating  future  tcansit 
ingress  and  egress  situations  at  a  downtown  stadium  site.^  Load 
factors  can  vary  by  a  factor  of  4-5  depending  on  the  transit  mode 
and  the  type  of  equipment  used.  High  load  factors  enable  less 
equipment  to  be  used  and  lower  the  cost  to  transit  carriers  as 
well  as  simplifying  operations  at  the  stadium.  However,  unrea- 
sonably high  load  factors  may  not  be  compatible  with  providing 
comfortable  and  convenient  service  that  will  increase  the  transit 
mode  share  of  27.5  percent  level  established  as  a  target  for  the 
new  stadium  site. 


Load  factor  is  the  ratio  of  bus  passengers  to  number  of 
seats. 
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Bus  load  factors  were  established  from  Muni  records  for  Candle- 
stick Park  operations  in  the  1982  season.  Muni  records  the  number 
of  Candlestick  patrons  who  arrive  on  Muni  buses  and  the  number  of 
buses  required  to  ha-ndle  post-event  return-trip  conditions. 
Assuming  that  the  number  of  transit  patrons  is  the  same  for  pre- 
event  and  post-event,  the  average  loading  per  bus  is  53  passen- 
gers. This  value  was  used  generally  as  a  norm  in  estimating 
equipment  requirements,  although  higher  loadings  are  often 
recorded  for  Muni  and  60  passengers  is  assumed  for  shuttle-type 
operations.  Muni  plans  to  operate  articulated  buses  in  the  near 
future.  Maximum  loading  of  100  passengers  per  bus  (outbound)  was 
assumed  for  this  equipment. 

Loadings  of  150  passengers  per  car  were  assumed  for  special 
Southern  Pac if ic/CALTRANS  trains  used  for  stadium  events.  Assum- 
ing eight-car  trains,  maximum  reasonable  capacity  would  be  1,200 
passengers . 

When  Muni  extends  the  Muni  Metro  to  the  proposed  stadium  site,  it 
is  assumed  that  four-car  trains  will  be  used  to  accommodate  post- 
event  conditions.  At  150  passengers  per  car,  600  passengers  could 
be  carried  on  four-car  trains. 

To  estimate  transit  impacts  a  benchmark  transit  mode  share  of 
27.5  percent  has  been  used.^^^  Thus  the  transit  and  traffic 
impact  analysis  (which  assumes  24.6  percent  transit  mode  share) 
reveal  the  most  conservative  situation  for  each  mode.  Realistic- 
ally, the  impacts  on  one  of  these  modes  will  be  slightly  less 
than  what  is  described. 

The  extension  of  Muni  Metro  to  the  downtown  stadium  site(s)  makes 
transit  much  more  attractive  than  it  would  otherwise  be  as  a  mode 
of  access  for  San  Francisco  stadium  patrons,  and  will  help  signi- 
ficantly in  achieving  the  27.5  percent  modal  share  target  set  for 
this  location. 

In  the  event  that  the  Muni  Metro  extension  does  not  occur  before 
a  new  stadium  is  completed,  several  scenarios  have  been  developed 
with  the  present  system  as  the  baseline  service.  One  scenario 
assumes  full  operation  of  the  extended  Muni  Metro  line. 

Use  of  articulated  trolley  buses  on  the  30-Stockton  line  and 
other  lines  will  enhance  access  to  the  stadium  and  minimize  cost 
and  loading  congestion  at  the  stadium.  Articulated  motor  coaches 
are  to  be  available  within  a  year  or  two,  while  articulated 
trolley  coaches  are  still  four  to  five  years  away. 


(1)  As  a  "sensitivity"  test,  a  30  percent  mode  share  assumption 
is  used  in  two  cases  to  illustrate  the  implications  of  even 
greater  transit  use. 
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Two  concerns  are  paramount  in  providing  transit  service  to  sta- 
dium events:  bus  parking  and  bus  loading.  Bus  parking  is  required 
for  charter  and  club  buses  and  other  long-haul  buses  from  the 
time  of  arrival  to  the  time  of  departure.  Passengers  can  be 
expected  to  re-board  buses  at  this  area,  and  curbside  loading 
facilities  are  not  assumed  to  be  required. 

For  Muni  buses,  curbside  loading  (such  as  used  at  Candlestick 
Park)  is  considered  necessary  to  provide  convenient  service.  In 
addition,  a  ready-reserve  storage  area  needs  to  be  provided  for 
buses  waiting  to  access  the  loading  area.  Additional  Muni  buses 
would  be  called  up  from  Muni  storage  yards  as  required. 

Linear  and  area  space  required  for  these  conditions  was  assumed 
to  be  as  follows: 

Curbside  regular  loading  zone: 
40  foot  bus  -  80  feet  per  bus 
Articulated  bus  -  125  feet  per  bus 

Off-street  bus  parking  and  storage: 
Dense  pack  -  640  square  feet  per  bus 
Two-row  tier  parking  -  800  square  feet  per  bus 


The  general  approach  used  to  evaluate  alternative  transit  scenar- 
ios was  to  establish  a  transit  mode  share  target  and  then  develop 
ways  to  achieve  this  through  a  mix  of  different  modes  under 
alternative  loading  conditions. 

The  focus  of  this  analysis  is  on  post-event  conditions.  It  is  at 
this  time  that  demand  for  transit  service  is  most  concentrated 
and  when  access  to  buses  and  other  transit  modes  must  be  conven- 
iently proved.  It  is  also  the  time  when  transit  operations  are 
most  concentrated  and  when  bus  loading  facilities  have  to  operate 
most  efficiently. 

Five  alternatives  were  evaluated  for  the  "worst  case"  situation 
of  a  Sunday  football  game  with  a  capacity  attendance  of  70,000 
people.  One  alternative  was  evaluated  for  a  weeknight/Saturday 
baseball  game  with  an  attendance  of  50,000  people. 


1)  Scenario  1  -  Base  Case 

This  scenario  assumes  that  Muni  would  continue  to  provide 
special  service  to  and  from  stadium  events  and  that  only  existing 
lines  accessing  the  stadium  would  be  used  for  scheduled,  regular 
route  service.  Muni  Metro  and  BART  patrons  would  arrive  and 
depart  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  and  use  a  30-Stockton  Shuttle 
(95  percent)  to  the  stadium  or  walk  (5  percent).  SamTrans,  AC 
Transit,  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  would  operate  directly  to  the 
stadium.  The  Golden  Gate  Ferry  would  berth  at  China  Basin  east  of 
Third  Street. 
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Table  12  shows  the  patronage  carried  on  each  of  the  transit  modes 
operating  in  this  scenario  and  the  number  of  buses  expected  to 
operate  in  and  out  of  the  stadium. 


2)  Scenario  2  -  Increased  Charter  Buses/Auto  Diversion 

This  scenario  is  similar  to  Scenario  1  except  that  charter 
buses  carry  a  greater  share  of  the  transit  mode  share.  The  number 
of  charter  buses  was  derived  by  scaling  up  from  the  number  of 
charter  buses  observed  during  the  1983  Opening  Day  at  Candlestick 
Park.  This  number  was  100  buses  for  a  50,000  attendance  event. 
For  a  70,000  attendance  event,  a  maximum  of  142  charter  buses  are 
assumed  to  be  used.  The  result  of  expanded  charter  carriers  could 
be  that  there  is  a  greater  diversion  from  auto  trips  which  would 
result  in  a  30  percent  mode  share  rather  than  the  27  percent  mode 
share  assumed  in  the  base  case.  All  other  transit  patronage 
remains  the  same  in  this  case.  This  scenario  is  presented  in 
Table  13. 


3)  Scenario  3  -  Increase  Cha rter /Transit  Diversion 

This  scenario  is  similar  to  Scenario  2  in  that  more  charter 
buses  are  used  to  carry  transit  patrons.  However,  this  scenario 
assumes  that  the  charter  trips  reduce  the  share  of  transit  trips 
carried  by  public  transit  operators.  The  overall  transit  mode 
share  remains  the  same.  In  terms  of  impact  on  stadium  facilities, 
the  greater  use  of  charter  buses  and  the  decreased  use  of  public 
transit  buses  would  reduce  the  on-street  loading  space  required 
for  Muni  lines  and  require  about  one  and  one-half  acres  more  of 
off-street  parking  for  charter  buses  as  in  Scenario  2.  Scenario  3 
is  presented  in  Table  14. 


4)  Scenario  4  -  Enhanced  Muni  Scheduled  Service 

This  scenario  assumes  that  Muni  will  improve  frequency  of 
service  on  its  scheduled  Sunday  lines  to  provide  convenient 
service  to  stadium  goers.  Correspondingly,  special  service  will 
be  diminished.  Much  greater  use  of  Muni  Metro  is  assumed,  as  well 
as  shuttle  service  between  the  Powell  Street  station  and  the 
stadium.  The  number  of  buses  at  the  stadium  decreases  substan- 
tially in  this  scenario,  reducing  the  amount  of  space  required 
for  off-street  parking/storage.  This  scenario  is  presented  in 
Table  15. 
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TABLE  12 

dowktown  stadium  location  sites 
tr.»lNsit  passenger  and  vehicle  trips  for  SUKDAY  footbal 
scenario  1  at  s6.00  parking 

south  say  sn  fsco  east  bay  north  bay  totals 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE  % 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN  NO. 


28700 


32 
22400 


20 
14000 


7 

4900 


]  DO 
?0000 


PRIVATE 


CHARTER  BUS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


2870 
10 
54 


896 
4 
17 


1  ]  20 
8 
21 


588 
12 
1 1 


5474 
7.82 
103 


PUBLIC 


MUNI    BUS  SPECIAL 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

ML'NI  BUS  SCHEDULED 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

AC  TR.ANSIT 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

GGT  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


5757 
25.7 
109 


963 
4.3 

18 


420 
3 


172 
3 


5757 
8.22 
109 


963 
1  .376 
18 


420 
0.60 
8 


172 
.245 
3 


SAMTRANS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 

S.P. /CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


804 
2.8 

15 


1091 
3.8 


804 
1.15 
15 


1091 
1  .  56 


MUNI  METRO+SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


0 


1120 
5 


1120 
1.6 


BART+SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


115 
.4 


2016 
9 


1120 
8 


3251 
4.64 


FERRY 

PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


172 
3.5 


172 
,245 


CONSTRAINTS 
70000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
5  3     PERSONS  PER  BUS 
100     PERSONS   PER  SHUTTLE 


,'ERC-ENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 
SHUTTLE  PATRONAGE 
5%  KILL  WALK 


27.46 
19222 

256 
4152 

219 


NUMBER  OF  SHUTTLE  TRIPS 


42 


TABLE  13 


DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  LOCATION  SITES 
TRANSIT  PASSENGER  AND  VEHICLE  TRIPS  FOR  SUNDAY  FOOTBAL 
SCENARIO  2  AT  $6.00  PARKING 

SOUTH  BAY  SN  FSCO  EAST  BAY  NORTH  BAY  TOTALS 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN 


% 

NO. 


41 

28700 


32 
22400 


20 
14000 


7 

4900 


]00 
70000 


PRIVATE 


:harter  bus 
patronage 

PERCENT 

buses 


3645 
]  2.7 
69 


1478 
6.6 
28 


1484 

10. f, 
28 


715 
14.6 

1  3 


7323 
1  0.46 

138 


PUBLIC 


MUNI   BUS  SPECIAL 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


5757 
25.7 
109 


5757 
8.22 
109 


MUNI   BUS  SCHEDULED 
PATRDNAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


963 
4.3 
18 


963 

.  376 
18 


TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


420 

3 
8 


420 
0.60 
8 


GOT  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


172 
3.5 
3 


172 
.  245 
3 


SAMTRANS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 

S . P . /CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


Q04 
2.8 

15 


1091 
3.8 


804 
1.15 
15 


1091 
1  .56 


MUNI  METRO+SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


1  120 
5 


1120 
1  .6 


BART+ SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


115 
.4 


2016 
9 


1120 
8 


3251 
4.64 


FERRY 

PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


172 
3.5 


172 
.245 


CONSTRAINTS 
70000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
53     PERSONS  PER  BUS 
100     PERSONS  PER  SHUTTLE 


PERCENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 
SHUTTLE  PATRONAGE 
5%  WILL  WALK 


30.101 
21071 
291 
41  52 
210 


TABLE  li? 


DOWNTOWN  STA.DIUM  LOCATION  SITES 
TRANSIT  PASSENGER  AND  VEHICLE  TRIPS  FOR  SUNDAY  FOOTBAL 
SCENARIO  3  AT  §6.00  PARKING 


SOUTH  BAY  SN  FSCO  EAST  BAY  NORTH  BAY 


TOTALS 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE  % 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN  NO. 


41 
28700 


32 
22400 


20 

14000 


7 

4900 


100 
70000 


PRIVATE 


CHARTER  BUS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


ft601 
23 
125 


2677 
11  .95 
51 


2688 
19.2 
51 


1299 
26.5 
25 


1  3264 
18.95 
250 


PUBLIC 


MUNI    BUS  SPECIAL 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


4189 
18.7 
79 


4199 
5.98 
79 


MUNI   BUS  SCHEDULED 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


717 
3.2 
14 


717 
1  .024 
14 


AC  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


286 
2.04 

5 


285.6 
0.41 
5 


GGT  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


80 
1  .64 
2 


80 
1148 
2 


SAMTRANS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


316 
1  . 1 
6 


316 
0.45 
6 


S.P./CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


517 
1.8 


517 
0.74 


KUNI  METRO+SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


694 
3.1 


694 
.992 


BART* SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


86 
.3 


1366 
6.1 


602 
4.3 


2055 
2.94 


PERRY 

PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


78 
1.6 


78 
.112 


CONSTRAINTS 
70000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
5  3     PERSONS  PER  BUS 
100     PERSONS  PER  SHUTTLE 


PERCENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 
SHUTTLE  PATRONAGE 
5%  WILL  WALK 


31.71 
221<»5 

356 
2611 

137 


TABLE  15 

DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  LOCATION  SITES 
TRANSIT  PASSENGER  AND  VEHICLE  TRIPS  FOR  SUNDAY  FOOTBALL 
SCENARIO  4  AT  $6.00  PARKING 

SOUTH  BAY  SN  FSCO  EAST  BAY  NORTH  BAY  TOTALS 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN 


% 

NO. 


41 

28700 


32  20 
22400  14000 


7 

4900 


100 
70000 


PRIVATE 


CHARTER  BUS 
.  PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


2870 
10 
54 


896 
4 
17 


1120 
8 
21 


588 
12 
11 


5474 
7.82 
103 


PUBLIC 


MUNI  BUS  SPECIAL 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

MUNI  BUS  SCHEDULED 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


2076 
9.27 
35 


3459 
15.44 

58 


2076 
2.97 

35  eeo/Bus 


3459 
4.94 

58  #60/BUS 


AC  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


420 
3 
8 


420 
0.60 
8 


GGT  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


172 
3.5 
3 


172 
,245 
3 


SAMTRANS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES- 

S.P./CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 

MUNI  METRO+ SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


804 
2.8 
15 


1091 
3.8 


2305 
10.29 


804 
1 .15 
15 


1091 
1.56 


2305 
3.29 


BART+SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 

FERRY 

PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


115 
.4 


2016 
9 


1120 
8 


172 
3.5 


3251 
4.64 


172 
.245 


CONSTRAINTS 
70000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
53     PERSONS  PER  BUS 
100     PERSONS  PER  SHUTTLE 


PERCENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 
SHUTTLE  PATRONAGE 
5%  WILL  WALK 


27.46 

19222 
222 
5278 
278 


NUMBER  OF  SHUTTLE  TRIPS 


53 


5)  Scenario  5  -  Muni  Metro  Extension 

Scenario  5  assumes  that  Muni  Metro  will  be  extended  to  the 
stadium  and  beyond.  The  precise  terminal  locationis  not  clear, 
however  the  southern  extremity  is  expected  to  carry  a  portion  of 
Muni  riders  who  would  otherwise  come  by  scheduled  bus.  No  shut- 
tles are  necessary  in  this  scenario  because  both  BART  patrons  and 
Muni  Metro  patrons  can  take  the  Muni  Metro  directly  to  the  sta- 
dium. The  number  of  buses  requiring  loading  space  and  parking  at 
or  near  the  stadium  is  vastly  reduced  in  this  scenario  because  of 
the  Muni  Metro  access.  This  scenario  is  shown  in  Table  16. 


6)  Scenario  6  -  Baseball  50,000  -  Attendance  Event 

This  scenario  outlines  a  transit  access  plan  for  an  evening 
event  which  may  be  more  common.  Lower  attendance  will  reduce  the 
transit  requirements  on  essentially  a  straight  line  basis.  Dif- 
ferent transit  trip  origins,  mode  shares,  and  an  overall  30 
percent  transit  mode  share  are  assumed  for  this  case.  This  sce- 
nario differs  from  those  discussed  above  in  that  shuttle  service 
is  provided  to  the  Transbay  Terminal,  and  AC  Transit,  SamTrans, 
and  Golden  Gate  routes  are  assumed  to  terminate  there  rather  than 
at  the  stadium. 

The  number  of  charter  bus  trips  is  much  less  than  for  football 
maximum  capacity  events  because  of  the  different  assumptions 
about  mode  share  and  choice  of  public  versus  charter  access.  The 
overall  number  of  buses  requiring  loading  space  and  off-street 
parking/storage  is  also  much  less  in  the  scenario  (167  buses). 
This  scenario  is  presented  in  Table  17. 


7)  Summary  of  Bus  Loading  and  Parking/Storage  Needs 

Table  18  is  a  summary  of  bus  loading  space  and  parking/ 
storage  requirements  for  each  of  the  six  scenarios.  Loading  and 
storage  requirements  are  generally  based  on  the  Candlestick  Park 
operating  procedure  of  providing  curbside  loading  for  Muni  buses 
assigned  to  specific  routes  and  locating  charter  buses  and  other 
operators'  buses  at  a  nearby  off-street  storage  site  during 
events. 

For  simplicity,  a  primary  on-street  loading  space  of  1,260  gross 
linear  feet  was  assumed  to  be  required  for  Muni  assigned-route 
operations.  A  back-up  bus  reserve  zone  of  1,320  gross  linear  feet 
was  also  assumed.  This  back-up  space  is  not  adjacent  to  the 
stadium,  but  nearby  so  that  buses  can  be  brought  up  to  fill 
vacated  primary  loading  spaces. 
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TABLE  16 


DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  LOCATION  SITES 
TRANSIT  PASSENGER  AND  VEHICLE  TRIPS  FOR  SUNDAY  FOOTBALL 
SCENARIO  5  AT  $6.00  PARKING 

SOUTH  BAY  SN  FSCO  EAST  BAY  NORTH  BAY  TOTALS 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN 


% 

NO. 


41 

28700 


32 
22400 


20 
14000 


7 

4900 


100 
70000 


PRIVATE 


CHARTER  BUS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


2870 
10 
54 


896 
4 
17 


1120 
8 
21 


588 
12 
11 


5474 
7.82 

103  . 


PUBLIC 


MUNI  BUS  SCHEDULED 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


3459 
15.44 

58 


0  3459 
4.94 

0  58  960/BUS 


TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


420 
3 
8 


420 
0.60 
8 


GGT  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


172 
3.5 
3 


172 
245 
3 


SAMTRANS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 


R04 
2.8 
15 


804 
1  .15 
15 


S . P . /CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


1091 
3.8 


1091 
1.56 


MUNI  METRO 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


4381 
19.56 


4381 
6.26 


BART  +  MUNI  METRO 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


115 
.4 


2016 
9 


1120 
8 


3251 
4.64 


FERRY 

PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


172 
3.5 


172 
.245 


CONSTRAINTS 
70000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
53     PERSONS  PER  BUS 


PERCENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 


27.46 
19222 
187 
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TABLE  17 

DOWNTOWN  STADIUM  LOCATION  SITES 
TRANSIT  PASSENGER  AND  VEHICLE  TRIPS  FOR  BASEBALL 
SCENARIO  6        AT         $6.00  PARKING 

SOUTH  BAY  SN  FSCO  EAST  BAY  NORTH  BAY  TOTALS 


STADIUM  ATTENDANCE  % 
ATTENDANCE  BY  ORIGIN  NO. 


36  38 
IPOOO  1<»000 


}  3 
6500 


13  100 
6500  50000 


PRIVATE 


CHARTER  BUS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


1080  475 
6  2.5 
20  9 


325 
5 
6 


520  2400 
8  4.(^0 
10  45 


PUBLIC 


MUNI  BUS 

PATRONAGE 

PERCENT 

BUSES 

AC  TRANS IT* SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 


6460 
34 
122 


358 
5.5 
7 


6460 
1  2.92 
122 


357.  5 
0.72 
7 


GGT  BUS ♦SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

S  AMT  RANS  *  SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 
BUSES 

S .P. /CALTRANS 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


684 
3.8 

13 


864 
4.8 


293  2«»3 
4.5  .585 
6  6 


684 
1  .37 
13 


864 
1.73 


MUNI  METRO* SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


1140 
6 


1140 
2.28 


BART* SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


72 
.4 


1900 
10 


553 
8.5 


2525 
5.05 


FERRY*  SHUTTLE 
PATRONAGE 
PERCENT 


293 
4.5 


293 

,585 


CONSTRAINTS 
50000     STADIUM  CAPACITY 
53     PERSONS  PER  BUS 
40     PERSONS  PER  SHUTTLE 


PERCENT  ON  TRANSIT 
PATRONAGE  ON  TRANSIT 
BUSES  AT  THE  STADIUM 
SHUTTLE  PATRONAGE 
NUMBER  OF  SHUTTLE  TRIPS 


30.03 
15015 
167 
5291 
132 
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Off-street  parking  for  charter  buses  is  assumed  to  use  the  dense- 
pack  parking  plan  with  a  gross  square  foot  requirement  of  640 
square  feet  per  bus.  Total  space  requirements  range  from  74,240 
square  feet  (1.7  acres)  for  the  medium  attendance  baseball  event, 
to  156,160  square  feet  (3.58  acres)  for  a  capacity  event  and  the 
transit  plan  described  in  Scenario  2. 

Shuttle  buses  would  require  five  to  eight  spaces  of  readily 
accessible  curbside  space  to  allow  rapid  loading,  departure,  and 
recycling.  This  is  estimated  to  require  300  to  480  gross  linear 
feet  of  space.  Nose  to  tail  berthing  and  100  passengers  per 
shuttle  (outbound)  is  assumed  here.  More  or  less  space  could  be 
needed  if  alternate  assumptions  are  made  about  in-out  operation 
and  passenger  loading.  Each  shuttle  berth  will  handle  1,100  to 
1,600  persons  per  hour  per  berth.  There  are  five  to  eight  berths 
indicated  with  capacities  ranging  from  5,500  to  12,800  persons 
per  hour.  In  general,  current  estimates  of  shuttle  patronage  are 
less  than  50  percent  of  the  hourly  capacity. 

The  curbside  loading  berths  for  Muni  scheduled  and  special  ser- 
vices have  a  capacity  of  20  to  30  buses  per  hour  depending  upon 
the  loading  characteristics.  Ths  translates  into  a  capacity  of 
1,000  to  1,500  passengers  per  berth  per  hour.  The  various  transit 
scenarios  have  from  twelve  to  sixteen  berths  or  a  bus  capacity  of 
240  to  480  buses  per  hour  which  is  equivalent  to  12,500  to  25,000 
passengers  per  hour  capacity  on  scheduled  and  special  services. 
Scenarios  1  and  2  use  approximately  40  percent  of  the  passenger 
capacity.  Therefore  the  Muni  share  of  stadium  patronage  could 
increase  by  two  and  a  half  times  and  still  clear  a  capacity  crowd 
in  one  hour. 

Figure  10  shows  a  potential  configuration  of  one  possible  layout 
at  the  demonstration  site.  The  loading  zones  for  specific  routes 
are  shown  on  the  circumferential  roadway  and  on  Fourth  Street. 
Shuttle  buses  are  located  on  Townsend  Street.  The  pedestrian 
level  crossings  of  the  streets  permit  ready  access  to  buses  in 
these  locations.  The  ready  reserve  bus  area  could  be  south  on 
Fourth  (using  the  contra-flow  lane  for  access),  south  on  Third, 
or  east  on  Townsend.  The  ready  reserve  area  will  be  resupplied 
from  a  Muni  yard  or  more  remote  storage  area  as  required. 

The  off-street  parking  for  club  or  charter  buses  should  be  within 
three  or  four  blocks  of  the  stadium  site  to  minimize  pedestrian 
flow  and  walking  time.  This  parking  could  be  south  of  the  chan- 
nel, utilizing  part  of  the  Third  Street  Bridge  for  pedestrian 
flow.  It  could  also  be  north  of  the  site  where  greater  potential 
exists  for  a  joint  use  facility  with  Golden  Gate  Transit  or 
others.  An  alternative  to  off-street  parking  for  these  buses  is 
on-street  curb  parking.  Such  curb  parking  could  be  achieved  along 
Brannnan,  Townsend  (Except  between  Third  and  Fourth  Streets), 
Fifth,  and  Second  Streets.  No  charter  or  club  buses  could  be 
parked  on  Third  or  Fourth  Streets.  Although  this  alternative 
eliminates  the  need  for  off-street  space,  it  does  remove  almost 
600  spaces  near  the  stadium. 
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e.     Transportation  Improvements  and  Costs 

The  character  of  the  area  surrounding  the  stadium  study  area  will 
undergo  significant  changes  in  the  future.  Planned  developments 
such  as  Mission  Bay  and  South  Beach  will  cause  transportation 
changes.  The  1-280  Transfer  Project  will  make  major  changes  in 
the  transportation  of  the  area.  There  are  numerous  long-range 
plans  for  improved  transportation  that  will  benefit  the  area  as 
well  as  a  downtown  stadium. 

The  stadium,  per  se,  requires  relatively  few  improvements  to  be 
operational.  Traffic  improvements  include  the  completion  of  the 
Third-Fourth  Street  one-way  couplet  south  to  their  junction.  On- 
street  parking  along  both  streets  should  be  removed  at  least 
during  game  nights  and  weekends. 

A  special  post-game  traffic  signal  timing  plan  should  be  imple- 
mented in  the  South  of  Market  area.  This  plan  would  provide 
maximum  green  intervals  to  departing  traffic  leading  to  freeway 
on-ramps  and  other  major  exit  thoroughfares.  The  current  signal 
system  has  the  capability  of  providing  this  additional  timing 
plan  which  would  be  called  into  operation  manually  shortly  before 
the  end  of  a  major  event.  Low  attendance  events  will  not  require 
this  special   timing  plan. 

Contra-flow  bus  lanes  are  recommended  for  both  Third  and  Fourth 
Streets  to  provide  an  efficient  and  effective  access  route  to  the 
stadium  site  for  buses.  Contra-flow  lanes  do  not  have  the  viola- 
tions and  encroachments  from  autos  that  with-flow  diamond  lanes 
have.  This  bus  access  is  essential  to  provide  shuttle  service  to 
the  BART  station  and  major  parking  facilities.  The  30-Stockton 
trolley  bus  route  could  utilize  these  contra-flow  lanes.  Muni  has 
indicated  no  problem  in  restringing  the  trolley  lines  and  antici- 
pates having  articulated  trolley  buses  by  the  time  a  stadium 
might  open.  The  probable  turn-around  would  be  Townsend  Street, 
although  a  more  detailed  analysis  will  be  necessary  when  final 
designs  are  prepared.  It  is  also  necessary  to  integrate  the  bus 
stops  with  the  Southern  Pacific  train  station  operation  as  well 
as  the  proposed  Muni  Metro  and  E  Line  extensions. 

A  storage  lot  and  staging  area  is  necessary  for  charter  and  club 
buses.  It  may  be  possible  to  park  these  buses  along  curbs  on 
Brannan,  Townsend,  Fifth  and  Second  Streets  (approximately  12,500 
linear  feet  of  curb  space  woudl  be  necessary).  However,  a  speci- 
fic off-street  area  would  be  preferable  and  would  be  easier  and 
more  efficient  to  operate.  An  area  close  to  the  stadium  for 
parking  up  to  250  club  buses  is  needed.  These  buses  proceed  to 
the  parking  area  before  discharging  their  passengers.  Passengers 
must  then  walk  to  the  stadium.  After  the  event,  the  passengers 
return  to  their  specific  bus  in  the  parking  area.  In  a  "dense- 
pack"  configuration,  250  buses  will  require  an  area  of  approxi- 
mately four  acres.  It  may  be  possible  to  develop  a  joint  use  lot 
with  Golden  Gate  Transit  or  SamTrans  who  need  bus  storage  facili- 
ties during  weekdays  but  not  during  evenings  or  weekends. 
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Pedestrian  movements  will  have  to  be  carefully  controlled.  Move- 
ment of  very  large  numbers  of  pedestrians  in  a  downtown  setting 
soon  taxes  the  capacity  of  normal  sidewalks.  As  indicated  earli- 
er, it  will  be  necessary  to  provide  a  pedestrian  level  crossing 
over  Third,  Fourth,  and  Townsend  Streets,  One  scheme  is  illus- 
trated in  Figure  11  for  one  possible  stadium  configuration.  Also 
shown  on  the  figure  is  an  exclusive  pedestrian  area  on  the  Third 
Street  Bridge.  This  is  the  outboard  lane  on  the  west  side  of  the 
bridge.  The  channel  is  a  significant  barrier  to  pedestrian  move- 
ment. If  parking  is  developed  south  of  the  channel  or  if  the 
charter  and  club  bus  area  is  located  there,  then  this  additional 
pedestrian  capacity  is  essential. 

For  capacity  events,  additional  pedestrian  facilities  leading 
toward  major  parking  concentrations  will  be  required.  This  capa- 
city may  be  provided  by  partial  closing  of  some  streets  through 
closing  one  or  more  lanes  with  traffic  cones.  Specific  locations 
would  be  determined  at  the  time  detailed  traffic  operations  plans 
are  developed. 

Preliminary  cost  estimates  for  these  transportation  improvements 
are  presented  in  Table  19.  It  is  questionable  whether  the  pedes- 
trian overcross ings  at  the  stadium  site  are  a  separate  transpor- 
tation cost  or  part  of  the  normal  cost  of  building  the  stadium. 
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TABLE  19 
TRANSPORTATION  IMPROVEMENTS 


Transportation  Improvement 


Cost 


1.  Pedestrian  Overhead  Crossings  at 
Third,  Fourth,  &  Townsend 

2.  1-280  Touchdown  Ramp 

3.  Third-Fourth  Street  One-way  Couplet 

Signing,  Markings,  and  Signal 

4.  Contra-flow  lanes  on  Third  &  Fourth 

Signs,  Markings  &  Signals 
Muni  Moving  Trolley  Wires 

5.  Stadium  Timing  Plan 

For  South  of  Market 
Signal  System 

6.  Pedestrian  Usage  of  Third  Street  Bridge 

Signs,  Markings  &  Controls 

7.  Charter  &  Club  Bus  Storage  Area 


(1) 

1-280  Transfer  Project 
$  20,000 

$  30,000 
$100,000 

$  30,000 

$  5,000  ^ 
$1.32  to  7.8  million(2) 


Cl)    Pedestrian  improvements  and  costs  would  relate  to  Mission 
Bay  and  1-280  Transfer  Projects. 

(2)    Depending  on  transit  scenario. 
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APPEHDIZ  A:     ORIGIH  AREA  DISTRIBOTIOH  AHD  MODE  CHOICE  MODELS 
AND  ASSUMPTIONS 


Origin  Area  Distribation  Model 


The  major  factors  determining  how  a  downtown  location  would 
change  the  distribution  of  patrons  from  the  different  sectors  of 
the  Bay  Area  are: 

o    the  travel  times  by  highway  and  transit  modes  from  each 
sector,  and 

o    the  expected  shares  of  patrons  by  both  modes  from  each 
sector. 


The  regional  home-based  social/recreational  distribution  and  mode 
choice  (HBSRDM)  model,  developed  by  the  Metropolitan  Transporta- 
tion Commission,  relates  these  factors  to  trip  distribution  for 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  The  form  of  this  model,  expressed  as 
the  ratio  of  probabilities  of  distribution  of  trip-ends  between 
any  two  areas  i  and  j,  is: 

Pi  exp(Xi  +   f'iNCi  In  LOSi)         ,  where: 

Pj  exp(Xj  +    ^INCj  In  LOSj) 


o  Xj^,  j  are  a  sum  of  weighted  attributes  of  the  trip-ends  i 
and  J  that  do  not  change  with  changes  in  the  forecast  end  of 
the  trip, 

o  f INCj^,j  are  the  model  coefficient  for  travel  time  variables, 
times  xhe  annual  household  incomes  in  the  origin  areas,  and 

o  LOSj^,^  are  the  composite  (mode  share-weighted  averages) 
traver  times  between  trip-ends  i  or  j  and  the  forecast  trip- 
end. 


The  functions  of  this  model,  which  relate  the  distribution  of 
demand  to  accessibility,  are  as  applicable  to  the  origin  distri- 
bution of  demand  from  many  to  one  destination  as  they  are  to  the 
destination  distribution  from  one  origin. 


The  model  has  been  used  to  represent  the  ratio  of  the  distri- 
bution of  demand  between  any  pair  of  origins  and  one  destination, 
i.e.,  a  stadium  location. 
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If  only  changes  in  the  distribution  (probability)  ratio  need  to 
be  expressed,  a  simpler  form,  eliminating  all  the  non-accessi- 
bility factors  (the  and  x^'s),  can  be  derived  showing  the 
ratio  of  distribution  of  patrons  from  any  two  origins  to  the 
downtown  stadium  in  terms  of  the  equivalent  ratio  to  Candlestick 
Park.^'''  Thus  the  ratio  of  the  probabilities  of  patrons  coming 
from  two  origins  i  and  j  to  downtown  Pjc/PiD  is  expressed  in 
terms  of  the  equivalent  ratio  from  Candlestick  Park  Pjc/^iC 

P  p 
<      miC  miD 


p .       r .  p  p 

iD        iC      <>        mjC   mjC  

"S"  /rnc        N  INC  .        M   /T^o        N  INC  . 


where : 

^raiC»  PmiD  ^he  mode  (m)  shares  from  sector  i,  j,  etc.,  to 

^  C,  and  D  respectively 

M  means  the  sum  of  the  quotients  over  M  =  transit 

and  auto 

LOSjj^j^Q,  etc.  are  the  total  travel  times  (levels  of  service)  by 
mode  m  from  a  typical  point  in  sector  i  to  Candle- 
stick, etc. ,  and 

INCj^,  lUCj  are  the  ratios  of  the  average  household  incomes  in 

sectors  i  and  j  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region. 


Key  points  these  models  consider  (which  are  often  lost  in  intui- 
tive or  one-mode  accessibility  approaches)  are  both  the  modal 
shares  and  their  relative  utilities  to  patrons  in  getting  to  an 
event.  For  example,  though  a  downtown  stadium  is  clearly  nearer 
the  East  Bay,  it  has  little  composite  advantage  in  travel  imped- 
ance over  Candlestick  because  downtown  sites  have  a  relatively 
more  congested  access  by  auto  as  well  as  a  higher  share  of  tran- 
sit use  with  its  typically  lower  utility  than  auto. 


This  depends  on  noting  that  a)  the  Xj^  and  xj  can  be  ex- 
pressed in  terms  of  the  known  distribution  ratio  for  the  old 
stadium  site  and  its  travel  times,  and  b)  the  composite 
travel  times  for  highway  and  transit  from  one  area  in  these 
models  is  represented  as  the  natural  logarithm  of  the  sura  of 
exponentials  of  the /3INC  in  LOS's  per  mode. 
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These  models  do  not  consider  the  saturation  market  of  an  area  or 
the  possibility  that  the  generally  decreased  utility  of  travel  to 
a  downtown  site  may  not  be  compensated  for  by  its  increased 
attractiveness.  The  composite  utility  of  trips  to  a  downtown  site 
is  usually  lower  due  to  increased  parking  congestion  and  cost  as 
well  as  greater  time  consumed  in  the  larger  transit  share.  For- 
tunately, downtown  sites  usually  have  attraction  factors  that 
outweigh  this  general  travel  dis-utility.  The  market  area  satu- 
ration effect  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  transportation  study. 

The  origin  distribution  model  assumes  that  accessibility  changes 
dominate  the  relative  drawing  power  from  different  sectors.  To 
the  extent  that  other  factors,  unique  to  a  sector,  compete  with 
or  moderate  accessibility,  the  changes  in  distribution  may  be 
less  than  predicted  by  the  model  equation.  A  check  of  the  ability 
of  the  model  to  predict  the  observed  distribution  at  Candlestick 
Park  suggests  that  actual  origin  distribution  changes  may  be  only 
60  to  70  percent  of  those  predicted  by  an  accessibility  model 
alone. 

Table  1  in  Section  III  of  the  main  report  (Downtown  Stadium 
Section)  shows  the  distribution  of  origins  predicted  by  this 
equation  for  football  events.  Data  for  P^^  was  from  the  Candle- 
stick Park  Access  Report,  PmiC  estimates  from  preliminary 
calculations  of  mode  split,  level  of  service  (LOS)  data  from  the 
M.T.C.  1980  530  zone  off-peak  travel  time  matrices  (See  main 
body  of  report.  Section  III.B.  "Forecasting  Data"  items  2,3,&4) 
and  income  ratios  per  county  from  a  1975  M.T.C.  report  (III.B., 
"Forecasting  Data"  item  l).(l). 

The  level  of  service  representing  a  sector  was  the  average  of 
travel  times  by  each  mode  from  two  points  in  each  sector  judged 
by  experience  to  represent  geographic  and  socioeconomic  subseg- 
ments  of  that  sector.  Following  are  the  subareas  averaged  for 
each  sector: 

TABLE  A-1 


Sector: 


Representative  Subareas: 


San  Francisco 
(4  subareas) 

South  Bay 

East  Bay 

North  Bay 


North  Beach,  Marina,  Richmond,  and  Mission 
Districts 

San  Carlos  and  Cupertino 
Richmond  (city)  and  Walnut  Creek 
San  Rafael  and  Petaluma 


Note  the  base  Candlestick  Park  distribution  and  predictions 
are  before  the  exit  of  the  Raiders  from  the  East  Bay.  If  the 
new  East  Bay  football  team,  the  Oakland  Invaders,  fails  to 
capture  that  old  crowd,  the  East  Bay  may  capture  a  larger 
share. 
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Node  Choice  Model 


As  with  distribution  prediction,  there  are  no  readily  available 
models  applicable  to  predicting  stadium  mode  choice.  The  objec- 
tive of  demand  modeling  is  a)  to  obtain  a  confident  prediction  of 
modal  usage  for  the  unique  transportation  service  and  pricing 
levels  at  a  downtown  site,  and  b)  to  show  how  the  modal  shares 
might  vary  with  different  external  or  controllable  scenarios  or 
plans.  The  two  major  components  of  a  prediction  model  are  its 
qualitative  or  functional  form  and  its  quantitative  coefficients 
or  parameters. 

Within  modest  ranges,  the  transportation  service  levels  and  cost 
parameters  are  the  most  critical.  These  parameters  are  most 
simply  expressed  as  elasticities (1)  (sensitivities)  of  modal 
demand  to  the  major  factors  in  choice  (travel  times  and  costs  for 
each  mode).  Thus,  the  first  step  in  selecting  a  quantitative 
model  was  to  gather  available  data  on  elasticities  of  modal 
demand  to  modal  prices  and  service  levels.  These  were  gathered 
from  recreational  and  non-work  trip  studies,  where  possible,  and 
for  work  trips  if  no  other  data  existed.  All  the  results  are 
based  on  actual  mode  shares  and  field  data.  They  are  shown  in 
Table  A- 2. 


The  elasticities  vary  considerably,  even  for  one  mode  by  one 
factor.  One  expected  cause  of  this  variation  is  the  different 
ratios  of  transit  to  auto  use,  prices,  and/or  service  levels  in 
the  areas  studied.  Data  on  the  values  of  these  factors  was  not 
available  in  most  of  the  studies.  Elasticities  vary  nearly  pro- 
portionally to  any  one  of  these  factors,  with  the  others  held 
constant • 

Even  the  wide  range  shown  is  useful  in  judging  the  applicability 
of  more  detailed  models.  And,  the  average  or  typical  values  of 
the  ranges  observed  are  an  indication  of  expected  behavior.  The 
last  section  of  this  appendix  discusses  the  effect  of  these 
variations  of  model  parameters  on  predicted  results.  The  effects 
are  not  large. 

The  next  step  in  selecting  a  mode  prediction  model  was  to  find  a 
relevant  model  structure  with  a  record  of  prediction  experience. 

The  mode  choice  component  of  the  M.T.C.  social/recreational 
demand  model,  used  as  a  basis  for  the  origin  distribution  results 
described  earlier,  was  examined.  Its  logit  structure  (illustrated 
in  section  III  D  of  the  main  report)  is  the  most  accepted  in 
planning  practice.  It  considers  all  of  the  cost,  level-of-service 
and  socio-economic  factors  of  interest  to  the  analysis  of  a 
change  in  the  stadium  location. 


For  example,  the  transit  elasticity  to  parking  price  of  the 
auto  alternative  is  the  percent  change  in  the  estimated 
transit  share  corresponding  to  a  one  percent  change  in  the 
parking  cost. 
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The  validity  of  this  model  was  judged  in  the  following  three  ways 
for  application  to  our  predictions: 

o    Its  modal  elasticities  were  compared  to  prior  reports  as 
shown  in  Table  A-2. 

o    Its  ability  to  retrospectively  predict  two  previous  changes 
in  mode  share  at  Candlestick,  and 

o    Its  indications  relative  to  the  mode  share  observations  at 
other  downtown  U.S.  stadiums. 


These  examinations  led  to  one  significant  adjustment  of  a  coeffi- 
cient in  the  model,  whereupon  it  performed  well  by  all  three 
criteria.  The  steps  in  the  modeling  process  and  the  coefficient 
adjustment  are  discussed  below. 

First,  the  unadjusted  madel  was  run  and  exhibited  the  following 
ranges  of  elasticities: 


Elasticity  of  Elasticity  of 

Elasticity  to;  transit  share  aoto  share 


Trip  cost  -.65  to  -1.2  -.21  to  -.99 

Travel  time  -  .5  to  -1.1 


All  except  one  value  (the  -.99  auto  cost  elasticity)  are  quite 
reasonable  compared  to  prior  reports  (Table  A-2). 

Second,  a  comparison  of  the  ability  of  the  model  to  predict  the 
change  at  Candlestick  in  parking  charges  for  football  from  $2.00 
to  $4.00  in  the  late  1970's  was  made.  This  showed  the  auto  cost 
coefficient  to  be  2.4  times  higher  than  indicated  by  the  observed 
change  in  mode  shares  at  that  time.  This  is  similar  to  the  ratio 
of  the  high  end  of  the  auto  cost  elasticity  range  for  the  M.T.C. 
model  and  the  maximum  in  Table  A-2.  Thus  this  cost  coefficient 
was  adjusted  down  by  a  factor  of  2.5  for  our  predictions.  The 
resulting  range  of  auto  cost  elasticity  in  the  model  used  was 
-.21  to  -.40. 


The  ranges  shown  are  for  ranges  of  transit  mode  share  from 
5-40  percent  corresponding  to  travel  times  and  prices  over  a 
4  to  1  range. 
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One  further  calibration  of  a  baseline  model  "constant"  coeffi- 
cient was  made  to  be  sure  its  predictions  of  changes  conformed  to 
replication  of  the  current  observed  mode  shares  at  Candlestick, 
This  was  also  necessary  to  simplify  the  complex  set  of  employment 
density  variables  in  the  M.T.C.  model  which  were  intended  to 
account  for  varied  social  and  recreational  attributes  of  the 
destination.  All  of  these  were  replaced  by  a  constant  which  was 
calibrated  on  the  observed  current  mode  choices  of  San  Francisco 
patrons  to  Candlestick  Park,  separately  for  baseball  and  foot- 
ball. The  resulting  model  was  then  used  to  predict  mode  shares 
for  all  the  sectors. 

This  simplified  model  for  the  proportion  of  people  choosing 
transit  (versus  auto)  mode  is: 


PT    =     (1  +  exp(AuAT))  -1 


where : 

the  proportion  of  patrons  to  attraction  D  from 
origin  sector  j  who  choose  transit 

2. 17 

^o  +  (HHSIZEj     +  .337)AUTOS/HHj 

.0293  (INC/HH.)  in  (LOS^-  /LOS^  ) 
J  jD  jD 

.M01     ($AUTOjD  -  HHSIZEj  x  $FAREjD)  ; 
and 

=        -.404   for  football, 

=        -.636  for  baseball, 

AUTOS/HHj  =        auto  ownership/household  in  sector  j, 

INC/HHj      =        annual  income/household  in  j  (1975$year), 

LOSju"'  =  typical  door-seat  total  travel  time  by  mode  M  from 
sector  j  to  stadium  (walk  +  wait  +  ride), 

$AUT0j£.  =  typical  "out-of-pocket"  one-way  dollar  cost  of 
auto  trip  from  sector  j  stadium  (gas  +  maintenance 
+  parking  tolls),  and 

$FAREjD  _  typical  one-way  dollar  transit  fare  from  sector  j 
to  stadium. 

All  dollar  value  are  in  1982$,  except  income  (1975$). 


jD 
AuAT 
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The  model  accounts  for  seven  factors  in  mode  choice:  transit  and 
auto  level  of  service,  costs  for  both  modes,  household  sizes, 
auto  ownership  levels,  and  incomes.  The  times  and  costs  in  turn 
incorporate  up  to  six  components  in  their  totals.  The  model  does 
not  separately  predict  bus  and  rail  shares  (it  assumes  travelers 
from  each  zone  will  use  the  fastest  transit  alternative).  The 
results  are  the  sum  of  bus  and  rail  shares.  It  does  not  predict 
small  share  modes  (walk,  bike,  taxi).  These  are  expected  to  be 
about  one  percent  of  attendance,  but  are  not  accounted  for.  The 
club  bus  share  is  accounted  for  separately,  later. 

Figure  3  in  Section  III  D  of  the  main  report  graphically  illus- 
trates the  form  of  the  relationships  in  this  logit  prediction 
model.  It  also  shows  the  weighted  average  of  the  predictions  for 
the  downtown  stadium  and  the  existing  Candlestick  transit  share 
for  Sunday  football.  Predictions  with  the  model  for  all  sectors 
for  football  and  baseball  events  are  shown  in  tables  4  and  5  of 
Section  III  D. 

All  these  predictions  also  assumed  total  modal  travel  times 
equal  to  those  in  the  off-peak  period  (from  M.T.C.  transportation 
network  files  for  1980). An  exception  is  that  auto  travel  times 
have  ten  minutes  for  egress  parking  and  walking  time  to  the 
stadium  for  all  trips  (as  opposed  to  six  minutes  for  China  Basin 
zone  #381  in  the  M.T.C.  files). 

The  four  sets  of  predictions  shown  in  Tables  H  and  5  of  Section 
III  D  are  for  standard  transit  fares,  i.e.,  no  special  service  or 
fares,  as  at  Candlestick.  Predictions  are  7-14  percent  less  than 
comparable  downtown-oriented  stadiums  in  Atlanta  and  Cleveland 
with  their  special  transit  services  (see  discussion  in  Section 
HID).  It  is  11  percent  over  the  transit  experience  in  Oakland, 
with  its  good  rail  connection. 


Use  of  the  transit  off-peak  travel  times  needs  further  com- 
ment. It  is  intended  to  represent  standard  weekend  transit 
service,  with  buses  added  to  accommodate  the  demand  (e.g., 
in  contrast  to  express  or  special  run  service).  Actually, 
considerable  buses  would  have  to  be  added  in  the  Muni  sec- 
tor, departing  considerably  from  off-peak  service.  However, 
the  following  probable  conditions  are  consistent  with  use  of 
off-peak  values: 

o  The  San  Francisco  off-peak  headways  are  already  low:  6-8 
minutes . 

o  This  is  a  "low  fare  (cost)  alternative",  so  no  wholesale 
elimination  of  transfers  or  provision  of  express  service 
is  implied. 

0  Advantages  due  to  better  headways  and  some  trend  toward 
direct  service  may  be  offset  by  increases  in  congestion. 

These  assumptions  risk  some  underestimate  of  transit  shares. 
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Sensitivity  Analysis  of  Predictions 

There  are  many  variables  and  uncertainties  in  the  inputs  to  the 
prediction  process.  These  include: 

o  site  location 

o  transportation  pricing  data 

o  level  of  service  data 

o  future  trends  in  transportation  data 

o  baseline  (Candlestick)  transportation  data 

o  parameters  of  forecasting  model 


The  following  tables  illustrate  the  effects  of  extreme  differen- 
ces in  these  variables  on  the  probable  transit  share  to  a  down- 
town stadium.  Table  B-3  shows  the  effects  of  extreme  errors  in 
the  basic  forecasting  model  parameters  or  input  data. 

The  results  are  expressed  as  different  transit  shares  that  would 
occur  from  San  Francisco  origins,  from  East  Bay  origins,  and  for 
the  total  stadium  (with  club  bus  shares  added).  The  first  row 
numbers  are  a  baseline  for  comparison  -  the  values  predicted 
previously  for  the  expected  scenario. 

The  first  group  of  effects  (model  errors)  are  for  changes  in  the 
basic  assumptions  of  the  models  or  their  parameters  which  apply 
to  the  downtown  stadium.  These  show  results  with  the  model  para- 
meters set  at  extreme  values  of  the  range  indicated  in  Table  A-3, 
which  apply  to  forecasting  recreational  travel  for  similar  trans- 
portation environments.  Most  of  the  effects  are  small,  even  for 
50  -  100  percent  changes  in  the  parameters  (e.g.,  using  a  model 
with  50  percent  smaller  elasticity  of  demand  to  transit  cost).  Of 
note  is  that  the  parameters  do  not  effect  San  Francisco  and 
suburban  shares  by  the  same  amount  or  even  direction.  Some  errors 
depend  upon  the  relative  difference  of  predictions  from  the 
calibration  data  shares  (20%  transit  in  this  case)  rather  than 
the  absolute  shares. 

The  second  group  of  effects  are  for  possible  errors  in  the  input 
data.  These  sensitivities  are  higher  -  about  80  percent  of  the 
error  in  the  data  itself.  At  a  maximum  they  change  the  absolute 
transit  shares  by  6  percent.  The  effects  of  errors  in  other  input 
variables  can  be  seen  from  equivalent  changes  in  these  variables 
in  the  scenario  alternatives  table  discussed  in  the  last  section 
of  this  appendix. 
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TABLE  A-3 


EFFECT  OF  MODEL  PABAHETERS  AND  DATA  ERROR 
ON  PREDICTED  TRANSIT  MODE  SHARES 

From  San  Francisco  Origins 
to  Sunday  Football  at  Downtown  Sites 


PARAMETER 
ASSUMPTION  OR 
ERROR 


PERCENT  TRANSIT  SHAPi: 


FROM 
SPN  FRAJ^CISCO 


EROM 
EAST  BAY 


AJJ  PRO  XI  MATE 
TOTAL  FOR  STADIUM 


(1) 


Jase  Prediction 


todel  Errors: 


If  LOS  coefficient  is  low 
(LOS  elast.:  -  .7-^-1.4) 

If  transit  cost  coefficient 
is  high 

(Cost  elast.:  -1.2-^ -.6) 

If  auto  cost  coefficient  is 
low 

(cost  elast.:  -.83-^-1.66) 


>ata  Errors: 


44% 


11% 


28% 


4  3% 


34% 


52% 


6% 


14% 


20'- 


25% 


26.5% 


37% 


T,(2) 

If  LOS         data  is  35%  high 


If  LOS     data  is   35%  low 


53% 
37% 


17% 
8% 


34% 
24% 


Includes  club  bus  share. 


( 2) 

Transit  level  of  service. 
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All  effects  on  model  prediction  are  shown  for  one  error  at  a 
time.  However,  their  cumulative  effect  is  not  additive.  It  is 
best  expressed  by  the  variance  of  the  sum  of  errors.  The  root  of 
the  variance  for  all  the  effects  in  Table  A-3  (i.e.,  the  standard 
error  of  the  sum)  is  4  percent,  implying  that  the  maximum  range 
of  the  stadium  transit  shares  with  all  their  extreme  errors 
together  (not  all  the  same  sign)  would  be  24  -  32  percent  at  the 
expected  scenario  for  football  with  $6.00  parking. 


Effects  of  Different  Transportation  Scenarios: 

Table  A-4  shows  the  effects  of  changes  in  the  assumed  probable 
transportation  prices,  transit  service,  congestion,  and  stadium 
locations  on  the  mode  shares  from  San  Francisco  and  total  attend- 
ance. In  addition  to  the  expected  Downtown  Stadium  scenario,  the 
1982  Candlestick  shares  are  also  shown  for  comparison.  The  trcin- 
sit  shares  are  moderately  sensitive  to  prices  and  transportation 
service  levels,  varying  by  as  much  as  8  percent  less  or  6  percent 
greater  than  the  predicted  28  percent.  However,  the  probable  com- 
bination of  changes  in  individual  assumptions,  such  as  shown  in 
the  last  two  rows,  have  very  little  effect.  The  last  scenario 
would  probably  strain  the  model  assumptions  for  trade-offs  be- 
tween modes.  This  scenario  would  also  probably  drive  down  overall 
attendance. 


4-66 


TABLE  A-4 


EFFECTS  OF  DIFFEREHT  TRAHSfOBIATION  SCENARIOS 
ON  PREDICTED  TRAHSIT  MODE  SHARES 


Sunday  Footb2ai  at  Sites  7  or  14 


Scenario 


Percent  Transit 
from  Approx.  Total. 

San  Francisco  for  Stadium 


Expected:  Site  7  or  14 
with  $6.00  parking; 
off-parking  fares 


44% 


28% 


Comparison:  Candlestick 
1982:  $4.00  parking, 
MUNI  only  transit  e  $3.00 


20% 


1.  Site  5  at  Expected  data  42% 

2.  Expected  Scenario,  but 
with  all  transit  fares 

66%  higher  35% 

3.  Expected  Scenario,  except 
parking  =  $8.00  53% 

4.  Expected  Scenario,  except 
parking  =  $4.00  34.5% 

5.  Expected  Scenario,  except 
all  transit  service  levels 
35-40%  better  53% 

6.  Combination  of  Scenarios 

2  and  5  44% 

7.  Combination  of  Scenarios 

2  and  3  44% 


13% 
27% 

20% 
33% 
23% 

34% 
27% 
27% 


(1)     Including  Club  bus  shares  at  80%. 
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5.  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 


The  evaluation  of  economic  impacts  for  a  downtovm  stadium  is 
parallel  to  the  analyses  undertaken  for  evaluating  a  stadium  at 
Candlestick  Park. 

A.  SCOPE 


The  scope  of  service  for  conducting  an  economic  impact  analysis 
of  a  new  downtown  stadium  includes  the  following: 

Task  1 ;  Evaluate  the  economic  impacts  which  would  result 
from  developing  Candlestick  Park  as  a  commercial 
site . 

Task  2;       Determine  the  economic  benefits  of  developing  a 
multi-use  sports  facility  at  two  downtown  sites. 

In  order  to  evaluate  these  economic  impacts,  ERA  conducted 
analyses  similar  to  those  outlined  in  the  Candlestick 
evaluat  ion . 

B .  DATA 


All  the  data  used  in  the  economic  impact  analysis  for  a 
downtown  stadium  is  the  same  as  the  data  used  in  evaluating  a 
stadium  at  Candlestick  Park. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


A  new  domed  stadium  in  downtown  has  been  evaluted  for  three 
different  downtown  sites.     However,  all  of  these  sites  are 
adjacent  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  consultants  will  have 
essentially  the  same  economic  impacts  in  the  immediate  area. 
The  primary  differentiating  factor  is  in  the  type  of 
development  which  will  occur  at  the  unused  site  (Candlestick 
Park).     For  purposes  of  evaluating  the  alternative  of  a  domed 
stadium  in  downtown,   the  following  commercial  development  of 
Candlestick  was  assumed: 


1990 


1992 


1994 


Gross  Sq.  Ft. 
Office 

Gross  Sq.  Ft. 
Light  Industrial 

Dwelling  Units 


245,000 

100,000 
73 


245,000 

100,000 
73 


245,000 

100,000 
76 
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D.  ANALYSIS 


The  analysis  of  economic  impacts  for  a  downtown  stadium  follows 
very  closely  the  format  used  for  analyzing  economic  impacts  of 
a  stadium  at  Candlestick  Park.     The  "A"  tables  present 
information  of  the  economic  impacts  which  result  from 
expenditures  at  a  new  downtown  stadium  site.     The  "B"  Tables 
summarize  the  economic  impacts  which  will  result  from 
expenditures  in  the  nearby  area.     It  should  be  noted  that  the 
per  capita  expenditures  used  during  this  analysis  presumed  that 
all  of  these  expenditures  will  occur  in  the  downtown  area  since 
the  downtown  stadium  sites  are  all  centrally  located.     The  "C" 
Tables  summarize  all  of  the  impacts  which  will  result  from  the 
development  of  Candlestick  Park  if  it  no  longer  is  used  as  a 
stadium  site. 

Induced  Development  


Induced  development,   as  noted  in  the  Candlestick  analysis,  is 
not  an  additional  economic  impact  but  refers  to  the  mix  of  new 
construction  versus  existing  establishments  which  receive  the 
economic  impacts.     The  amount  of  new  development  depends  on 
many  factors  including  public  policy  and  aesthetic  judgements 
regarding  new  versus  old. 

All  of  these  factors  tend  to  favor  new  induced  development 
around  a  downtown  stadium  within  San  Francisco.  Therefore, 
while  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  the  precise  amount  of  new 
physical  development  in  downtown,    it  is  anticipated  that  a  new 
stadium  in  San  Francisco  would  result  in  considerable  upgrading 
of  the  physical  commercial  development  in  the  immediate  area. 
This  would  be  particularly  true  if  a  major  new  planned 
development,   such  as  the  Southern  Pacific  Mission  Bay  project, 
began  to  be  developed  concurrently  with  the  development  of  a 
new  stadium,   in  which  case  most  new  development  would  occur 
within  this  project. 

Summary  of  Potential  Economic  Impacts  from  Developing  a 
Downtown  Stadium 

The  economic  impacts  which  will  result  from  the  development  of 
a  new  stadium  in  downtown  San  Francisco  are  sumarized  in  Table 
6  for  the  representative  year  of  1994. 
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Table  6 

SUMMARY  OF  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 
FROM  A  DOWNTOWN  SITE 
(Millions  of  $  -  1994) 


Downtown  Stadium  Site 

Direct 

A.  From  Stadium  Operation 

Taxes  (payrolls;  concessions)  $.215 

Possessory  Interest  Tax  S2.072 

Admissions  Tax  $1 . 682 

Total  City  Revenues  $3 . 969 

Expenditures  $18,002 

Jobs   (PTE)  50 

Payrolls  $2,338 

B.  In  Nearby  Area 


Taxes  $4,195 

Expenditures  $73,776 

Jobs    (FTE)  2,057 

Payrolls  $21,063 

Total   for  San  Francisco 

Taxes  $6,092 

Possessory  Interest  Tax  $2,072 

Expenditures  $91,778 

Jobs   (FTE)  2,107 

Payrolls  $23,401 

Ind  i  rect 

C.     At  Unused  Site 


Taxes  $5,474 
Expend itures^  $3,524 
Jobs    (FTE)  4,000 


iTaxable  expenditures  in  San  Francisco  by  on-site  residents. 
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6.  FINANCING 


A.  SCOPE 

The  scope  of  this  task  is  to  analyze  alternative  methods  of 
financing  and  to  develop  a  comparison  of  the  relative  costs 
and  benefits  of  each  and  the  risks  and  financial  exposure  of 
the  City  attributable  to  them. 


B.  DATA 

The  cost  data  used  in  the  analysis  was  provided  by  Barton- 
Malow  and  Williams  and  Burrows,   Inc.,  as  verified  and  esca- 
lated by  Lee  Saylor,   Inc.     Alternative  methods  of  financing 
have  been  selected  from  among  those  used  by  San  Francisco  in 
the  past  and  those  utilized  by  political  subdivisions  through- 
out the  country  or  suggested  by  investment  banking  firms  as 
being  in  compliance  with  existing  Internal  Revenue  Service 
regulations  and  rulings  and  appropriate  under  the  circumstances 
Included  in  the  latter  category  are  reports  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Giants  as  indicated  below: 


Reports : 

1 .  Analysis  of  Financing  Methods  for  San  Francisco  Sports 
StadiuTu   Salomon  Brothers,   Inc       July  1982 

2 .  San  Francisco  Giants  Financial  Analysis  for  Proposed 
Stadium .   Smith,  Barney,   Harris,  Upham  and  Co.,  Incor- 
porated,  February  25,    1983    (Revised  March  23,  1983). 


3.  San  Francisco  Stadium  Project.     Kidder,  Peabody  &  Co., 
Incorporated ,   April  16,   198  3. 

4.  Letter  from  Merrill  Lynch  Leasing,   Inc.  on  proposed 
lease  financing  for  a  new  Sports  Stadium  in  San  Fran- 
cisco,  April   29,  1983. 


5.      ..."proposed  financing  of  a  new  sports  complex  or  the 
doming  of  Candlestick  Park".     A  proposal  from  Shearson/ 
American  Express,   Inc.,  May  3,  1983. 


Interviews : 


1.     Gordon  Swanson,   Vice  President,   Eastdil  Realty,  May  1983. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Five  financing  alternatives  have  been  analyzed  as  affording 
the  opportunity  to  implement,   in  whole  or  in  part,  any  de- 
cision by  the  City  to  build  a  new  downtown  stadium.  These 
alternatives  include  traditional  techniques  which  usually 
provide  100%  tax  exempt  debt  financing  as  well  as  more  eso- 
teric forms  which  involve  private  sector  participation. 
These  alternatives  are  described  below. 


Alternative  1:     Lease  Revenue  Bonds 

This  financing  technique  was  used  for  Candlestick  Park 
(through  San  Francisco  Stadium,   Inc.)   and  for  the  Moscone 
Convention  Center    (through  the  Redevelopment  Agency).  This 
type  of  financing  must  be  approved  by  a  majority  of  the 
voters  under  the  Charter.     Bonds  would  be  issued  by  the  Re- 
development Agency  or  a  non-profit  corporation.     Debt  ser- 
vice for  the  bonds  would  be  lease  payments  by  the  City  from 
its  General  Fund.     Bond  proceeds  would  be  used  to  finance 
debt  service  during  construction. 

Alternative  2:     Private  Sector  Ownership 

Under  this  alternative  a  major  corporation  would  own  and 
operate  the  stadium.     The  City  would  issue  lease  revenue 
bonds  to  provide  for  the  project  costs,   but  the  owner  would 
be  primarily  responsible  for  payment  of  bond  debt  service. 
It  may  even  be  possible  to  arrange  the  transaction  so  that 
the  owner  would  not  only  contribute  equity  toward  the  pro- 
ject cost  but  would  be  exclusively  responsible  for  debt 
service  and  the  City  would  have  no  liability  for  the  bonds. 
The  owner  would  receive  the  tax  benefits  of  ownership  (de- 
preciation,  interest  deduction  and  investment  credit),  as 
well  as  the  public  relations  value  of  ownership,  and  as 
owner  would  receive  any  operating  profits  from  the  stadium. 
The  City  would  hold  an  option  to  purchase  the  stadium  for  a 
nominal  sum  at  a  distant  date.     This  type  of  financing  must 
be  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  voters  under  the  Charter. 

Conventional  mortgage  financing  would  also  be  available  to 
the  private  sector  owner  but  would  cost  more  than  the  use 
of  lease  revenue  or  industrial  development  bonds. 

Alternative  3:     Sale-Leaseback  Financing 

This  technique  involves  the  sale  or  transfer  of  tax  benefits 
(depreciation  and  interest) ,  which  cannot  be  used  by  the 
City,   to  the  private  sector  which  can  use  such  benefits  to 
shelter  income.     The  City  would  operate  the  stadium  under 
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this  alternative.     This  type  of  financing  must  be  approved 
by  a  majority  of  the  voters  under  the  Charter. 

The  City  would  purchase  the  facility  at  expiration  of  the 
lease  term  at  its  then  fair  market  value. 

The  sale-leaseback  alternative  is  a  highly  complex  and 
technical  undertaking  involving  substantial  tax  and  secu- 
rities laws  questions.     This  is  a  rapidly  evolving  area 
and  tax  laws,   Internal  Revenue  Service  rulings  or  govern- 
ing case  law  could  be  changed  at  any  time  and  preclude  con- 
summation of  such  a  transaction. 

The  City's  participation  in  a  financing  of  this  type  would 
typically  involve  issuance  of  tax-exempt  bonds,   such  as 
lease  revenue  bonds  described  earlier,   in  such  an  amount 
as  would,   together  with  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the 
tax  benefits,   equal  construction  and  financing  costs.  The 
sale  of  tax  benefits,  often  called  the  equity  contribution, 
can  be  expected  to  reduce  project  costs  by  approximately 
20%  or  so,  depending  upon  the  structure. 


Alternative  4:     Community  Facilities  District  Financing 

With  passage  of  Proposition  13,   the  authorization  of  new 
general  obligation  bonds  has  effectively  been  precluded. 
However,   recent  legislation,   the  Mello-Roos  Community  Fa- 
cilities Act  of  1982    (Section  5311  et.   seq.  of  the  Govern- 
ment Code) ,   seemingly  would  permit  financing  of  a  new  down- 
town stadium  with  bonds  payable  from  a  special  tax  imposed 
on  other  than  an  ad  valorem  basis  if  approved  by  two-thirds 
of  the  voters  within  the  confines  of  the  Community  Facilities 
District . 


Alternative  5:       Tax  Allocation  Bonds 

If  the  new  stadium  were  to  be  located  within  an  existing  re- 
development project  area  or  annexed     thereto  or  situated  with- 
in an  area  to  be  so  designated,   tax  allocation  bonds  could  be 
issued  to  pay  all  or  a  portion  of  financing  costs.     Such  bonds, 
used  by  the  City  to  finance  the  Davis  Street  BART  Station,  are 
payable  from  taxes  collected  upon  the  increase  in  assessed  val- 
uation within  the  redevelopment  project  area  over  the  base  year 
assessed  valuation  of  the  project  area  which  is  determined  upon 
creation  of  the  project. 
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D.  ANALYSIS 


The  financing  of  a  new  downtown  stadium  by  either  the  City 
or  the  private  sector  will  depend  in  large  measure  upon  the 
benefits  perceived  to  be  derived  from  such  activity.  If 
projected  revenues  are  adequate  to  meet  projected  operating 
expenses,   financing  costs  and  provide  a  return  on  invest- 
ment,  both  the  City  and  the  private  sector  probably  would 
willingly  participate  in  the  ownership  role. 

A  stadium,    looked  upon  from  the  standpoint  of  a  free-stand- 
ing project,   usually  does  not  produce  sufficient  revenues 
from  rentals,   ticket  surcharges  and  concession  income  to  be 
self-supporting.     Only  when  indirect  revenues  such  as  hotel 
taxes,   sales  taxes,   parking  fees  and  property  taxes  from  in- 
duced development  are  included  do  most  stadiums  appear  self- 
supporting  . 

Accordingly,   the  use  of  conventional  revenue  bonds,   such  as 
those  issued  by  the  City  to  finance  expansion  at  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport,   is  not  feasible  because  revenues 
from  the  stadium  do  not  appear  adequate  to  cover  debt  service. 

Lease  revenue  bonds  commit  moneys  in  the  City's  General  Fund 
to  cover  the  shortfall  in  revenues.     Alternatively,  private 
sector  ownership  and  sale-leaseback  financing  utilize  pri- 
vate sector  capital  and  federal  tax  benefits  to  cover  the 
projected  shortfall  in  revenues.     Tax  allocation  bonds  commit 
increases  in  property  taxes  to  cover  the  shortfall  while  a 
Community  Facilities  District  issue  would  use  a  special  tax 
for  this  purpose. 

The  sale  or  lease  of  luxury  boxes  may  further  reduce  construc- 
tion costs.     This  technique  has  been  employed  elsewhere  with 
success.     The  details  of  such  a  plan,  whether   it  be  to  lease 
or  to  condominiumize  the  boxes,   would  have  to  be  worked  out 
with  the  principal  tenants  since  ticket  or  admission  charges 
presumably  would  be  in  addition  to  the  box  cost.     Because  of 
the  limited  number  of  boxes  suitable  for  such  treatment,  the 
sale  or  lease  thereof  would  not  of  itself  dictate  the  financing 
alternative  to  be  utilized.     Rather,  any  decision  to  pursue 
this  technique  would  probably  be  compatible  with  any  of  the 
financing  techniques  available.     Similarly,   the  sale  of  debt  ob- 
ligations coupled  with  an  option  to  acquire  season  tickets  for 
athletic  events  may  help  to  reduce  financing  costs  but  cannot  be 
expected  to  produce  adequate  funds  to  supplant  other  alternatives. 

Although  it  might  be  difficult  to  obtain  a  favorable  two-thirds 
vote  on  issuance  of  bonds  supported  by  a  special  tax  in  order 
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to  construct  a  new  downtown  stadium,   the  Community  Facilities 
District  Act  affords  an  opportunity  to  raise  funds  with  a 
broader  base  than  just  the  projected  direct  and  indirect  reve- 
nues available  to  the  City.     Depending  upon  the  geographical 
limits  of  the  District  and  the  basis  for  imposition  of  the 
special  tax,   significant  relief  could  be  provided  to  the  Citv's 
General  Fund. 

The  use  of  tax  allocation  bonds  to  finance  public  improvements 
within  California  has  been  widely  accepted  for  many  years. 
Its  application,   however,    is  limited  to  those  redevelopment 
project  areas  where  substantial  private  sector  development  has 
occurred  or  is  occurring  causing  increases  in  assessed  valuation 
sufficient  to  produce  tax  revenues  in  amounts  capable  of  servic- 
ing the  indebtedness  incurred.     In  the  case  of  a  new  stadium,  it 
is  doubtful  that  the  entire  financing  requirements  of  the  pro- 
posed construction  could  be  raised  in  this  manner,   but  should 
the  site  of  the  new  stadium  be  included  within  a  redevelopment 
project  area,   this  financing  technique  affords  the  opportunity 
to  raise  funds  payable  from  property  taxes  collected  upon  any 
increase  in  assessed  valuation  within  the  redevelopment  project 
area.     Through  a  reimbursement  agreement  between  the  City  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency,   such  tax  revenues  might  also  be  used 
to  reimburse  the  City  for  any  lease  rental  payments  made  to 
support   lease  revenue  bonds  issued  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
for  the  new  stadium. 

Total  financing  costs  for  each  of  the  alternatives  involving 
City  participation  include  estimated  design  and  administration 
costs  at   15%  of  construction  expense,   construction,   costs  of 
bond  issuance,   funded  interest  during  the  construction  period 
and  establishment  of  a  reserve  for  debt  service  as  appropriate, 
and  provision  for  a  discount  bid  or  debt  service  insurance  as 
indicated.     The  period  for  which  interest  is  funded  is  depend- 
ent upon  the  time  frame  from  commencement  of  construction  to 
completion  thereof.     Alternative  construction  schedules  have 
been  provided  involving  the  design/bid/build  process  and  a 
phased  design/bid/build  scenario.     The  latter  should  result  in 
a  completed  facility  considerably  sooner  than  the  more  conver.- 
tional  design/b: i/build  process  but  poses  more  difficult  finan- 
cina  considerat - jns  such  as  the  imposition  of  liquidated  damages 
for  failure  to  complete  in  a  timely  manner,   provision  of  labor 
and  material  and  performance  bonds  and  certainty  as  to  costs 
at  the  time  the  bond  issue  is  sized. 

The  Task  Force  Team  has  studied  several  sites  and  designs  for 
the  proposed  new  stadium  and  a  composite  average  of  the  costs 
thereof  has  been  selected  to  illustrate  the  probable  costs  for 
the  financing  methods  described  above.     The  estimated  construct- 
ion cost  of   $102.0  million  has  been  escalated  5.3%  to  a  June 
1984   figure  resulting  m  an  estim.ated  construction  cost  of  $107.4 
million.     Shown  in  the  table  following  are  the  estimated  bond  is- 
sue sizes  required  to  finance  this  cost  assuming  a  9.5%  borrow- 
ing rate  for  25-year  lease  revenue  bonds  and  a  9%  rate  for  a 
Community  Facilities  District  offering. 
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Interest  is  funded  for  a  period  of  36  months  for  the  lease 
revenue  bond  issue  on  the  assumption  that  bonds  would  not  ce 
sold  until  either  the  fixed  cost  or  maximum  cost  of  construct- 
ion is  determined    (either  15  months  or  5  months   from  the  order 
to  proceed  depending  upon  whether  the  design/bid/buiid  or  the 
phased  design/bid/build  process  is  utilized) .     A  debt  service 
reserve  equal  to  maximum  annual  debt  service  is  also  provided. 
Because  the  City  cannot  legally  commence  rental  payments  until 
construction  is  substantially  completed  and  the  City     has  the 
beneficial  use  thereof,   it  is  necessary  to  fund  interest  during 
the  construction  period  for  lease  revenue  bonds.     For  the  Com- 
munity Facilities  District  issue,   however,   the  special  tax  could 
be  imposed  immediately  so  only  a  reserve  fund  is  provided  to 
cover  cash  flov7  concerns.     Recent  Internal  Revenue  Service  letter 
rulings  require     that  investment  income  during  the  construction 
period  be  taken  into  account  in  sizing  the  respective  bond  is- 
sues.    This  has  been  done  at  rates  varying  from  8%  to  10.5% 
depending  upon  the  particular  funds  invested.     In  the  absence 
of  tax  revenues  adequate  to  support  a  tax  allocation  bond  issue 
for  the  cost  of  a  new  stadium,   no  issue  size  has  been  calculated 
for  this  financing  method. 

(in  thousands) 


Lease  Community 
Revenue  Sale-  Facilities 

Item  Bonds  Leaseback  District 


Construction  cost 

$107 ,400 

$107,400 

$107,400 

Design  &  administration 

16  , 110 

16 , 110 

16  ,110 

Sub-total 

$123  ,  510 

$123 , 510 

$123,510 

Less  : 

Investm.ent  income 

26,668 

21,339 

18,472 

Equity  contribution ( 20' 

24 ,702 

Sub-total 

$  96,842 

$  77,469 

$105, 038 

Funded  interest    (3  years) 

47 ,880 

38,333 

Bond  reserve  fund 

17,808 

14 , 257 

12 , 359 

Discount/issuance  (3%) 

5,  040 

4,035 

3,642 

Issuance  expense 

350 

350 

300 

Bond  issue  size 

$168,000 

$134,500 

$121 ,400 

(rounded) 

The  annual  debt  service  requirements  for  each  issue  are  the 
same  as  the  amount  of  the  bond  reserve  fund  deposit. 


For  the  25-year  period  of  debt  service  payments,   the  City's 
aggregate  obligation  for  each  of  these  alternatives  is  cal- 
culated to  be  as  follows,  assuming  application  of  the  reserve 
fund  to  the  final  payment: 
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Lease  Revenue  Bonds  $427,392,000 
Private  Sector  Ownership 

and  Sale-Leaseback  Financing  $342,168,000 

Community  Facilities  District  $296,616,000 

Any  financing  of  a  new  stadium  would  have  tQ  include  provi- 
sions for  defeasing  or  retiring  the  outstanding  bonds  of  San 
Francisco  Stadium,   Inc.    issued  to  finance  Candlestick  Park. 
An  allowance  has  been  included  in  the  costs  of  the  new  sta- 
dium to  demolish  Candlestick  Park  and  it  is  assumed  that  the 
sale  or  other  disposition  of  the  site  will  produce  sufficient 
income  to  accomplish  such  defeasance  or  retirement. 


The  relative  advantages  ana  disadvantaaes  of  the  financing  al- 
ternatives are  summarized  in  the  comoariscns  which  follow: 


Ad van t aaes 


Di  sadvantaaes 


Lease  Revenue  Bonds 


A.      Requires  only  a  simple 
maiority  vote  of  the 
electorate 


A.     Must  fund  interest  dur- 
inq  construction,  increas- 
inc   issue  size 


B.  May  pose  Proposition 
4  appropriations  limit 
problem 

C.  City  is  solely  at  risk 
for  debt  service 


D.     Should  have  cons trucricn 
bids  in  hand  to  size  issue, 
determine  rent 


2.     Private  Sector  Ownership 

A.  Requires  only  a  simple  A.  Private  owners  may  be 
majority  of  the  electorate  difficult  to  locate 

B.  Affords  reduction  and 
possible  elimination  of 
financial  exposure  of  the 
City 
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Advantaaes 


Disadvantaaes 


Sale-Leaseback  Financing 


A.  Requires  only  a  simple 
majority  vote  of  the 
electorate 

B.  Affords  some  reduction 
in  financial  exposure  of  the 
City  because  of  equity  con- 
tributions 


A.  Complex  tax  and  legal 
process 


B.  Lower  than  usual  assur- 
ance of  success 


Community  Facilities  District 

A.  Least  costly  method 

B.  Broadens  base  of  revenue 
support 


A.  Requires  two-thirds  vote 
of  District  electorate 

B.  May  require  court  valida- 
tion action  because  of  new- 
ness of  statute 


Tax  Allocation  Bonds 


A.     No  vote  required,  only 
Board  of  Supervisors/Redevel- 
opment Agency  approval 


A.     Needs  substantial  private 
sector  investment  to  produce 
requisite  increase  in  as- 
sessed valuation 
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7.  PUBLIC  OPINION 


A. 


SCOPE 


Included  in  this  study,   is  the  identification  of  the  questions, 
concerns,   doubts  and  potential  support  and/or  opposition  to  a 
new  stadium  facility  located  South  of  Market. 

We  used  secondary  data  research  methods  which  include  the 
analysis  of  existing  studies,   press  clippings,    letters  to 
concerned  parties  or  individuals,    and  the  eliciting  of  response 
to  the  proposed  project  from  community  groups  and  leaders, 
concerned  organizations  and  developers  with  proposed  projects 
nearby  or  adjacent  to  the  stadium  site  study  area. 


When  the  downtown  site  selection  process  had  been  completed  and 
the  proposed  stadium  study  area  defined,   we  identified  those 
groups  which  would  be  impacted  by  a  stadium  project  or  would 
represent  potential  support  or  opposition  to  a  project. 


COMMUNITY  GROUPS 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

Development  in  the  South  of  Market  area  has  a  history  of 
controversy,    and  the  first  group  we  met  with  was  the  South  of 
Market  Alliance.     The  Alliance  is  a  group  of  community  action 
organizations  who  originally  banded  together  to  oppose 
development  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center.      In  light  of  new 
development  proposed  for  the  South  of  Market  Area  such  as. 
Mission  Bay,    South  Beach,    Showplace  Square,   a  downtown  stadium 
and  the  continued  development  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the 
Alliance  is  stepping  up  their  reorganization  efforts  to  be  an 
effective  community  voice. 

We  were  invited  to  attend  a  general  board  meeting  to  discuss 
their  concerns  regarding  a  stadium  facility  in  the  South  of 
Market  Area.     Board  Members  represent  the  following  South  of 
Market  groups: 


B. 


DATA 
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St.   Joseph's  Parish  Council 

Fil-Am  Senior  Citizens  Society  of  San  Francisco 
West  Bay  Filipino  Multi-Service  Corp. 
Canon  Kip  Community  House 
Community  Action 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation  (TODCO) 
South  of  Market  Food  Coop 
D.  Art 

Cebu  Association  of  California,  Inc. 
Citizens  for  Representative  Government 

The  group  is  quite  vocal  and  demonstrated  many  concerns  about  a 
downtown  stadium  and  its  cumulative  impact  with  existing  and 
proposed  development  in  the  South  of  Market.     As  opposed  to  the 
Candlestick  Park  community,   the  Alliance  did  not  have  the 
experience  of  a  stadium  in  their  neighborhood,   and  therefore 
could  not  state  concerns  regarding  direct  impacts.  Their 
concerns  were  expressed  in  the  form  of  questions,    some  of  which 
are  answered  or  addressed  in  the  scope  of  this  study.  Others 
would  require  a  study  with  the  depth  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
Report.     The  areas  of  concern  fall  into  seven  general 
categories  and  are  presented  here  in  the  form  of  questions 
raised  at  our  meeting. 


Traffic  and  Transit 

1.  How  many  parking  spaces  will  be  required  for  a  stadium? 

2.  How  will  stadium  traffic  impact  the  business  commute? 

3.  How  will  stadium  traffic  affect  cumulative  traffic 
impacts? 

4.  How  can  the  amount  of  parking  required  to  serve  a  stadium 
be  attractive? 


General 

1 .  Why  a  new  stadium?     Why  spend  time  and  money  on  a  stadium 
study? 

2.  Is  the  downtown  stadium  in  keeping  with  national  trends? 

3.  Who  will  use  the  facility        residents  or  non-residents? 

4.  What  other  uses  would  a  new  stadium  be  put  to?  What 
impact  would  those  uses  have  on  surrounding  areas? 

5.  What  will  be  the  nature  of  public  participation  in  the 
decision  making  process? 
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6.       What  is  the  time  frame  for  a  new  stadium  if  one  is  to  be 
built? 


South  of  Market 

1.  What  will  be  the  impact  of  a  stadium  on  South  of  Market 
seniors?     (Crime,   emergency  vehicle  access,  etc.) 

2.  How  will  a  new  stadium  in  South  of  Market  affect  the 
surrounding  area  as  compared  to  what  we  know  has  happened 
at  Candlestick  Park?     (e.g.,   traffic  and  public  transit 
impacts,    land  values,   crime,  pollution,  etc.) 

3.  If  Candlestick  Park  has  a  negative  impact  on  Hunters 
Point,   why  move  it  South  of  Market  where  it  will  have  an 
equal  if  not  greater  impact? 

4.  How  will  a  stadium  affect  the  fabric  of  the  present 
neighborhood? 


Candlestick 

1.  Who  pays  for  the  demolition  costs  of  Candlestick  Park? 

2.  What  needs  to  happen  at  Candlestick  Park  to  make  it  an 
asset  to  the  area? 


Planning  and  Zoning 

1.  How  does  a  new  stadium  relate  to  the  City's  master  plan? 

2.  Is  there  time,    attention  and  money  being  spent  to  address 
other  important  issues?     (e.g.,   housing,  unemployment.) 

3.  Are  the  cumulative  impacts  of  all  South  of  Market 
developments  being  addressed? 

4.  Is  any  re-zoning  going  to  be  required? 


Economic 

1.  How  would  improvements  to  Candlestick  Park  or  a  new 
facility  be  financed? 

2.  If  the  financing  plan  requires  a  private  sponsor  for  an 
interim  period  of  time   . . .   will  the  City  eventually 
inherit  an  obsolete  structure? 

3.  Will  the  financial  plan  be  similar  to  the  Oakland  Museum 
Plan  which  ended  in  disaster? 
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4. 


Why  don't  professional  sports  teams  build  their  own 
stadium? 


5.  Is  it  reasonable  and  economically  feasible  for  a  City  to 
own  its  own  sports  team? 

6.  How  would  a  stadium  affect  land  values  in  the  area? 

7.  What  will  a  new  stadium  cost? 


Mission  Bay 


Mission  Bay  project  assumption:  Does  a  new  stadium  assume 
the  existence  of  a  Mission  Bay  project  as  proposed? 

Will  the  City  make  concessions  on  Mission  Bay  to  expedite 
a  stadium  project? 

If  the  Mission  Bay  project  is  delayed  and  parking 
structures  are  not  built,   how  would  this  affect  a  new 
stadium? 


4.       Will  the  City  extract  public  benefits  from  Southern 
Pacific  on  Mission  Bay  in  addition  to  the  land  for  a 
stadium? 


5.  How  can  a  stadium  be  planned  to  relate  to  Mission  Bay  when 
we  don't  yet  know  for  sure  what  will  be  built  there? 

6.  Is  the  Mission  Bay  project  dependent  on  the  stadium? 

7.  Would  the  stadium  be  a  financial  benefit  to  the  Mission 
Bay  project? 

8.  Would  a  stadium  diminish  the  size  of  a  Mission  Bay 
pro j  ect? 


South  of  Market  Consortium 

The  South  of  Market  Consortium  is  a  group  of  health  care 
professionals,    senior  service  suppliers,    owners  and  managers  of 
senior  housing  units  and  senior  residents  of  the  housing 
projects.     Members  includes  representatives  from  the  following 
agencies  and  organizations: 


San  Francisco  General  Hospital 

Health  Center,   No . 4  Department  of  Public  Health 
Community  Rehabilitation  Workshop 
VISTA-Sheriff ' s  Department  Housing 
Northeast  Mental  Health  Center 
S.A.   Senior  Activities  Center 
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Silvercrest  Residence 
SF  Housing  Authority 

Mt.   Zion  Hospital,   Senior  Health  Screening 

Legal  Assistance  To  The  Elderly 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

North  of  Market  Senior  Center 

Woolf  House  Residents  Association 

Salvation  Army  Social  Services 

Senior  Escort  Program  of  South  of  Market 

Alexis  Apartments 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation 

Salvation  Army  Senior  Center 

Dismasalang  House 

South  of  Market  Health  Center 

Visiting  Nurse  Association 

Gray  Panthers 

Meals  on  Wheels 

Canon  Kip 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Community  Services  Representative, 
SF  Departmet  of  Social  Services 
South  of  Market  Grocery 
St.   Patrick's  Church 

San  Francisco  Police  Department-Southern  Station 
Community  Relations,    Sheriff's  Office 
AT&T  Long  Lines 

According  to  the  South  of  Market  Consortium,   there  are 
approximately  5,000  seniors  living  in  and  south  of  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center  area.*     One  half  of  these  seniors  are  over  70 
years  of  age.     A  major  concern  of  the  consortium  is  that  any 
development  in  the  South  of  Market  will  have  a  detrimental 
impact  on  the  resident  seniors.      In  fact,   they  feel  very 
strongly  that  the  seniors  are  currently  suffering  from  negative 
impacts  brought  about  by  the  Moscone  Convention  Center.  These 
negative  impacts  include: 


Crime : 

The  consortium  has  been  keeping  records  of  crimes  reported  by 
residents,    and  indicated  that  since  Moscone  Center  has  opened 


*/       1980  Census  tract  data  shows  that  there  are  1,987 

residents  age  65  or  over,   or  16.7%  of  the  total  residents 
(11,911)   in  an  area  bounded  by  The  Embarcadero,  Market 
Street,    South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Mariposa  Street. 
(Census  tracks  176.01,    176.02,    178,    179.01,    180,    177  and 
607  .  ) 
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there  has  been  an  increase  in  senior  muggings  and  purse 
snatching,   and  that  crimes  previously  alien  to  the  neighborhood 
such  as  car  theft  and  break-ins  are  now  occuring.**  They 
expressed  dissatisfaction  with  Moscone  Center  security,  which 
combs  the  neighborhood  for  a  two  block  radius  that  stops  at 
Folsom  Street.     They  feel  that  Moscone  Center  security  is  only 
interested  in  preventing  theft  break-ins  or  molestations  of 
facility  users,   and  does  little  to  protect  neighborhood 
residents . 

They  also  feel  that  the  street  grid  of  the  South  of  Market  with 
its  many  narrow  alley  ways  creates  an  atmosphere  conducive  to 
group  or  gang  type  crimes,  which  have  been  experienced  in  the 
the  Candlestick  Park  area  during  game  times. 


Traffic/Parking 

The  consortium  feels  that  traffic  is  already  a  problem  in  the 
area,    and  that  the  introduction  of  a  stadium  would  only 
-  intensify  the  situation.     Present  traffic  from  downtown  and 
Moscone  Center  have  created  a  problem  for  emergency  vehicle 
access.     Many  of  the  Senior  Housing  Projects  have  entryways  in 
the  small  alleys  off  main  corridors.   At  present,    small  delivery 
trucks  often  block  the  alleys,    and  the  situation  is  further 
exacerbated  by  illegal  parking  on  streets  where  prohibited, or 
on  sidewalks.     Their  feeling  is  that  there  is  not  enough 
existing  police  enforcement  of  parking  violations,    and  that  the 
addition  of  a  stadium  to  the  neighborhood  would  increase  the 
number  of  violators  and  further  block  emergency  vehicle  access. 


**/     The  South  of  Market  Consortium  issued  a  "Street  Report"  of 
crimes  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  to  City  Chief 
Administrative  Officer,   Roger  Boas,   on  November  8,  1982. 
The  data  was  collected  through  questionnaires  to 
residents,    requests  to  housing  managers  and  local 
businesses,    and  reflects  all  incidents,    as  opposed  to 
"police  reported"  crimes.     The  report  includes  letters 
from  ten  South  of  Market  organizations,    reporting  crimes, 
and  stating  the  noticeable  increase  in  crime  since  the 
opening  of  Moscone  Center. 

The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  was  contacted,  but  was 
unable  to  supply  a  comparison  of  crime  figures  before  and 
after  the  opening  of  Moscone  Center  as  of  the  time  this 
study  went  to  print. 
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Envi  ronment 


They  are  concerned  about  the  environmental  effect  of  turning 
3rd  and  4th  Streets  into  more  intense  traffic  corridors.  The 
concern  is  that  development  would  ruin  the  efforts  of  those  who 
are  trying  to  make  South  of  Market  into  a  neighborhood.  They 
also  mentioned  that  the  EIR  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  stated 
that  development  in  the  area  would  increase  air  pollutants  on 
the  3rd-4th  Street  corridors.     They  feel  that  a  stadium  with 
its  additional  traffic  would  create  a  health  hazard  to  resident 
seniors,  many  of  whom  already  suffer  from  respiratory  ailments. 
Aside  from  air  pollution  they  mentioned  a  concern  that 
increased  traffic  for  a  stadium  would  create  a  general  increase 
in  the  debris  problem. 


Stadium  Users 


Finally,    they  mentioned  that  a  stadium  could  bring  an 
undesirable  element  of  rowdy  fans,    and  youth  using  senior  bus 
routes,   especially  if  a  new  stadium  facility  were  used  for 
non-sports  events  such  as  rock  concerts. 


Other  concerns  mentioned  were: 


the  size  of  a  stadium  structure 
neighborhood 


The  visual  impact 
would  have  on  the 

Potential  closing  of  the 

That  stadium  serves  only 
Francisco  residents. 


Recreational  Vehicle  Park 
a  small  percentage  of  San 


They  were  most  adamant  that  there  is  a  need  to  study  the 
environmental   and  social  impacts  a  stadium  v/ould  have  on  the 
South  of  Market  --  a  need  to  identify  costs  other  than 
financial.     They  perceive  the  neighborhood  to  be  residential  in 
nature  and  gaining  more  housing  units.     The  impacts  on  seniors 
and  other  South  of  Market  residents  must  be  considered,   as  many 
have  no  other  choice  of  a  place  to  live. 


Mission  Creek  Conservancy 

The  Mission  Creek  Conservancy  is  an  association  of  house- 
boaters,   bird  lovers  and  community  individuals.     The  primary 
purpose  of  the  association  is  to  create  a  natural  park  at 
Mission  Bay  in  an  area  that  is  part  of  the  stadium  study  site 
(5,6).     The  group  envisions  the  park  as  a  natural  open  space 
environment  rather  than  a  formal  park  with  concrete  waterways. 
The  group  is  currently  meeting  with  Southern  Pacific,  community 
organizations  and  local  government  agencies  to  negotiate  the 
park . 
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Potrero  Hill  Boosters  and  Merchants 


We  attended  a  meeting  of  the  Potrero  Hill  Boosters  and 
Merchants  to  learn  their  concerns  regarding  a  downtown  stadium 
located  in  the  study  area.     The  meeting  was  attended  by  35-40 
members,   and  they  expressed  their  concern  in  the  form  of 
questions  they  hope  will  be  answered  before  a  downtown  stadium 
decision  is  made,   and  statements  of  concern  regarding  potential 
impacts . 


Traffic/Transit/Parking 

1.  Considering  the  traffic  impact  at  Candlestick  Park,  why 
move  the  stadium  downtown  where  impacts  would  possibly  be 
more  intensive? 

2.  In  regard  to  parking  ...   what  is  "spill  over"?     How  many 
fans  could  possibly  park  in  the  Potrero  Hill  area? 

3.  What  happens  to  SP  commuters,   given  that  some  of  the 
possible  sites  would  necessitate  moving  the  terminal? 

4.  Is  a  stadium  in  that  location  a  move  to  try  and  extend 
BART  to  the  Peninsula? 


5.     Compared  to  the  size  of  Candlestick  Park,    including  the 
parking  lots,   how  can  a  stadium  with  no  dedicated  parking 
be  feasible? 


5.     Have  any  studies  been  made  of  other  cities  with  downtown 
stadiums  in  regard  to  parking? 

7.     Traffic  and  parking  are  major  concerns   ...   what  happens  if 
events  coincide  with  commute  traffic? 


8.  Would  stadium  parking  have  to  be  shared  with  the  Mission 
Bay  Project? 

9.  How  can  the  City  seriously  consider  a  site  with  no 
parking? 

10.  Wouldn't  "Monday  Night  Football"  be  a  disaster? 

11.  Can  the  teams  schedule  their  games,    so  stadium  traffic 
won't  impact  commute  traffic? 

12.  What  about  the  impact  of  weekend  games  with  transit/ 
traffic  on  the  Embarcadero?     It's  already  a  problem,  and 
tourism  has  been  down  in  the  last  2  years. 
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Envi  roninental 


"1.     Would  we  (residents  of  Potrero  Hill)  be  able  to  hear  the 
crowds  at  a  downtown  stadium? 

2.  Will  the  size  of  the  stadium  block  views?     Is  it  a  painted 
structure  or  concrere?     The  China  Basin  building  already 
stands  out  --  this  project  will  be  even  more  massive. 

3.  Won't  the  influx  of  additional  automobiles  create  more  air 
pollution? 

4.  What  about  the  lighting  of  night  games   ...   will  the  kleig 
lights  be  a  problem  for  Potrero  Hill  residents? 


Soci  al 

1.  Where  are  people  going  to  tailgate? 

2.  How  many  people  come  to  events  from  S.F.,  and  how  many 
from  other  areas?  Is  a  stadium  really  an  asset  to  the 
residents  of  San  Francisco? 

3.  The  question,    is  economic  and  social  benefit  to  the  City 
. . .    should  we  spend  as  much  time  and  money  developing 
facilities  that  benefit  children  as  well  as  adults? 

4.  Is  baseball  a  continuing  sport,   or  will  high  salaries 
force  teams  to  fold? 

5.  The  social  impacts  of  this  project  need  to  be  considered. 

6.  V/ith  more  people  coming  into  the  area,   will  crime  increase 
during  game  times?     In  general? 


Candlestick  Park 

1.  Considering  the  crime  and  weather  at  Candlestick,    it  was 
not  the  right  decision.     A  downtown  stadium  would  be  an 
alternative  if  all  the  intricacies  and  problems  can  be 
worked  out. 

2.  Candlestick  Park  doesn't  bother  anyone,    it  should  be  domed 
and  left  at  its  current  location. 

3.  V/hat  would  happen  to  Candlestick  Park  if  a  downtown 
stadium  was  to  be  buildt? 


Design 

1.      Is  the  dome  going  to  be  removable  or  permanent? 
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2.     Is  the  study  taking  into  consideration  the  general 

aesthetic  of  the  sport  of  baseball?  How  many  fans  want  to 
watch  games  played  indoors  on  carpet? 


Financial 

1.  Who  is  going  to  pay  for  it? 

2.  What  leads  the  City  to  believe  that  San  Francisco  has  the 
constituency  to  pay  for  luxury  boxes? 

3.  Is  it  true  that  the  main  reason  the  Giants  and  the  City 
want  to  get  rid  of  Candlestick  Park  is  because  there  is  no 
room  to  put  in  luxury  boxes? 

4.  Is  it  possible  a  tax  assessment  would  be  necessary  to  pay 
for  a  new  stadium? 

Mission  Bay 

1.  V/ould  the  land  come  from  Southern  Pacific? 

2.  How  does  Southern  Pacific  feel  about  the  stadium? 

3.  Could  a  stadium  on  Southern  Pacific  land  be  a  trade-off 
for  building  heights  in  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  project? 

General 

1.  What  are  the  assets/benefits  to  Potrero  Hill  residents  by 
having  a  downtown  stadium? 

2.  Who  is  sponsoring  this  study? 

3.  What  are  the  alternate  uses  of  a  new  domed  stadium? 

4.  When  is  the  study  due? 

5.  Who  gets  to  make  the  decision  between  a  new  downtown 
stadium  and  Candlestick  Park? 

6.  Was  the  Hunter's  Point  shipyard  site  considered? 


OTHER  PROPOSED  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  DEVELOPMENT 

A  project  with  the  proposed  scope  of  a  downtown  stadium  would 
necessarily  impact  the  direction  of  other  new  development.  We 
have  met  with  groups  involved  with  proposed  developments 
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adjacent  to  the  stadium  study  area;  Mission  Bay,  South  Beach, 
Showplace  Square  and  the  China  Basin  Building. 


Showplace  Square 

A  meeting  was  held  with  the  designers  of  the  proposed  Showplace 
Square  master  plan  and  representatives  of  the  Showplace,  the 
Galleria  Design  Center  and  Bay  West  Development  Company.  Later 
we  met  with  the  general  membership  of  the  Showplace  Square 
Association.     The  group  had  very  definite  concerns  regarding 
the  impact  of  a  stadium  on  their  proposed  development. 

Showplace  Square  would  like  to  set  itself  up  as  a  defined 
community,  perhaps  visually  defining  the  boundaries  by  the  use 
of  entrance  gate  posts.       They  also  stage  various  events  at  all 
times  of  the  day  and  night  as  well  as  weekends.     Their  major 
concern  is  in  the  area  of  Traffic/Transit  and  Parking, 
especially  the  cumulative  impact  created  by  Showplace  Square, 
Mission  Bay,   Moscone  Center  and  a  stadium. 

They  are  concerned  that  they  may  create  parking  space  for  the 
convenience  of  their  own  clients,   and  have  these  spaces  used  by 
fans  as  the  area  is  on  the  outer  limits  of  a  15  minute  walk 
from  the  stadium  study  site.     There  was  also  mention  of  the 
fear  that  the  Showplace  Square  area  would  be  used  for  tailgate 
parties . 

Concern  was  expressed  regarding  the  fate  of  1-280.     Some  feel 
that  it  should  definitely  steer  traffic  away  from  the  Showplace 
Square  area.      In  addition,   they  felt  that  attention  should  be 
given  to  roadway  graphics  for  the  stadium  to  lessen  the  impact 
of  stadium  traffic  on  the  Showplace  Square  area.     There  is  some 
concern  about  the  use  of  local  surface  streets  by  fans  coming 
to  the  stadium  from  the  west. 

Other  concerns  were  the  multiple  use  of  the  stadium  for  300  or 
more  events  per  year, and  whether  or  not  a  downtown  stadium 
would  eventually  downgrade  the  area. 

Some  of  the  members  of  the  Association  were  in  favor  of  the 
stadium,   others  decidedly  opposed.     The  general  feeling  is  that 
the  area  might  be  able  to  benefit  from  a  downtown  stadium, 
especially  if  it  brought  entertainment  and  restaurants  to  the 
area.     However,   they  are  quite  concerned  that  the  City  make  no 
decisions  without  adequate  study  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
all  proposed  development  in  the  South  of  Market  area,   and  want 
their  interests  and  concerns  to  be  considered  in  the  decision 
making  process. 
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South  Beach 


A  meeting  was  held  with  the  developers  and  attorneys  for 
proposed  housing  development  in  the  South  Beach  area,  and  was 
attended  by  representatives  of  Forest  City  Dillon;  San 
Francisco  South  Bay;  Campeau;  and  Tosta,  Browning  &  Cincotta. 
Of  all  the  proposed  development  adjacent  to  the  stadium  study 
site,  the  South  Beach  Developers  feel  their  plans  are  closest 
to  realization. 

Of  all  the  sites  in  the  study  area  they  would  rank  site  7  the 
least  desirable,   followed  by  site  14.     Their  preference  would 
be  for  development  of  a  stadium  in  sites  5  or  6.     Their  concern 
is  that  sites  7  and  14  for  a  stadium  are  not  compatible  with 
residential  development.      It  was  commented  that  if  site  14  is 
approved  and  pursued  as  a  stadium  project  then  "South  Beach  is 
dead".     Another  concern  is  parking.      If  the  Mission  Bay 
development  does  not  go  forward,   they  feel  South  Beach  would  be 
providing  "seek  and  find"  free  parking  for  fans.     Their  plans 
call  for  a  residential  community  with  pedestrian  oriented 
streets  and  off-street  parking. 

They  also  mentioned  concern  about  the  ultimate  destination  and 
touchdown  of  1-280  and  the  potential  of  connecting  it  to  the 
Embarcadero;   that  the  Embarcadero  may  become  a  major 
thoroughfare  serving  the  stadium  and  create  a  barrier  between  a 
South  Beach  residential  development  and  the  Bay. 

Of  primary  concern  was  the  decision-making  process  regarding  a 
proposed  downtown  stadium.     They  feel  that  as  long  as  a  stadium 
proposal  is  in  the  works,   but  not  definitely  decided  upon  it 
will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  image  development,  marketing 
and  financing  of  an  adjacent  residential  development.  The 
proposed  plans  for  South  Beach  development  need  to  have 
approval  from  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  by  the  end 
of  1983.      Issues  which  need  to  be  resolved  before  a  stadium 
could  be  decided  upon  (such  as  the  fate  of  1-280)   could  take 
2-3  years.     The  feeling  is  that  a  wait  of  this  term  before  a 
decision  is  made  would  kill  any  residential  plans  for 
the  South  Beach  area.     There  is  also  the  possibility  that  a 
stadium  on  site  14  could  trigger  the  necessity  of  a  new  South 
Beach  EIR,   and  new  planning  or  another  EIR  for  1-280. 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

Members  of  the  Stadium  Task  Force  and  Study  Team  met  with  Tom 
Conrad,  Bob  Issacson  and  Frank  Cannazero  of  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency.     They  expressed  the  following  concerns: 

1.       SFRA  can  support  a  stadium  on  sites  14  or  5,   but  oppose 

selection  of  site  7  due  to  development  of  the  South  Beach 
housing  projects. 
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2.  Site  14  may  have  negative  impacts  on  the  South  Beach 
projects  requiring  adjustments  to  their  plans  and  these 
potential  impacts  must  be  further  addressed. 

3.  The  stadium  should  be  perceived  of  as  more  than  a 
functional  sports  arena  ...   a  continuous  activity  center. 
The  key  is  to  incorporate  it  into  a  transportation  center. 

4.  SFRA's  tax  increment  method  of  financing  should  be 
considered  as  a  means  of  financing  a  new  stadium  -- 
especially  considering  the  proposed  Mission  Bay  Project. 


China  Basin  Building 

The  alternative  of  building  a  stadium  on  site  14  would  directly 
impact  the  China  Basin  Building  as  it  presently  exists,  and 
their  approved  project  expansion  of  180,000  square  feet.  Two 
meetings  were  held  with  representatives  from  Hanford  Freund  & 
Company  and  Whisler,   Patri,   the  real  estate  representatives  and 
architectural  planners  for  the  building.     The  result  of  the 
second  meeting  was  a  memo  to  the  stadium  task  force  and  study 
team  members  outlining  their  concerns  both  positive  and 
negative . 

"The  positive  aspects  of  the  preferred  stadium  site   (14)  and 
its  relationship  to  the  China  Basin  property  are  the  following: 

1.  It  could  be  an  exciting  project,   the  proximity  of  which 
would  stimulate  activity  in  the  area. 

2.  There  is  the  possibility  of  developing  some  creative  urban 
design  solutions  for  this  mix  of  uses,    including  point 
towers  at  the  four  corners  of  the  stadium. 

3.  Transportation  access  to  the  China  Basin  site  would 
increase  because  of  the  need  for  it  to  service  other 
activities.    ("The  stadium  brings  transit;   transit  is  good 
for  the  project.") 

4.  Joint  use  parking  could  decrease  the  parking  requirement 
for  the  project. 

5.  A  liberal  tradeoff  attitude  could  increase  the  allowable 
square  footage  of  the  project.     The  towers  could  rise 
above  the  stadium." 

"The  following  concerns  which  could  have  a  negative  effect  on 
the  project  are: 

1.       The  proximity  of  the  stadium  to  the  China  Basin  Building, 
especially  the  40  foot  cantilever  could  create  a  tunnel 
effect  for  the  north  facing  windows  up  to  70  feet  high. 
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There  would  be  some  more  view  blockage  from  the  towers 
since  the  stadium  must  be  200+  feet  high. 


2.  There  would  be  loss  of  ground  floor  of  the  new  towers  to 
provide  access  to  the  stadium. 

3.  There  would  be  considerable  disruption  for  at  least  2-3 
years  directly  attributable  to  the  stadium  construction; 
perhaps  more,   including  roadway  construction  and 
realignment  and  relocation  of  the  sewer  line. 

4.  It  would  be  definitely  disadvantageous  for  the  China  Basin 
project  to  be  tied  to  the  construction  of  the  stadium  in 
that  it  would  not  allow  flexibility  on  behalf  of  the 
project  sponsor. 

5.  With  more  activity  would  come  more  congestion  and  the 
probability  of  traffic  jams  unless  the  traffic  and 
transport  issues  were  successfully  solved." 

In  addition,   the  China  Basin  Building  representatives  have  the 
same  concern  as  the  South  Beach  Developers  --  any  decision  they 
need  to  make  in  regard  to  their  own  proposed  development  would 
depend  upon  a  "Go"-"No-Go"  decision  by  the  City  on  a  specific 
stadium  site. 


Mission  Bay-Southern  Pacific 

Members  of  the  Stadium  Task  Force  and  Study  Team  met  with  the 
Design  Consultants  for  Southern  Pacific's  proposed  Mission  Bay 
project.     They  expressed  interest  in  cooperating  with  the  City 
on  a  stadium  in  the  study  area  and  believe  the  project  is 
feasible  as  well  as  challenging.     Two  additional  meetings  were 
held  with  representatives  of  Southern  Pacific  and  the  Stadium 
Task  Force  where  possible  integration  of  a  stadium  into  the 
Mission  Bay  Project  was  discussed. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BUSINESS  ORGANIZATIONS 

Influential     business  organizations  have  either  offered 
opinions  regarding  a  proposed  downtown  stadium,   or  were  asked 
for  comments.     The  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau 
Board  of  Directors  unanimously  endorsed  a  resolution  supporting 
the  development  of  a  domed  stadium  south  of  Market  Street  on 
August  25,  1982. 

"V7HEREAS  San  Francisco  has  long  been  recognized  as  a  North 
American  sports  capital  and  strong  supporter  of 
professional  athletic  competitions;  and 


7-14 


WHEREAS  San  Francisco's  reputation  as  a  popular  visitor 
destination  and  all-around  metropolis  providing  a  full 
spectrum  of  recreational  activities  has  been  enhanced  by 
its  standing  as  the  hometown  of  the  San  Francisco  Giants; 
and 

WHEREAS  the  City  has  greatly  benefitted  from  the 
international  publicity  accruing  to  it  as  the  home  of  the 
World  Champion  San  Francisco  49'ers,   the  oldest 
professional  sports  franchise  in  the  West;  and 

WHEREAS  a  new,   domed,  multi-purposed  stadium  situated 
south  of  Market  Street  would  provide  a  suitable  home  for 
the  San  Francisco  Giants  and  49'ers  and,   in  addition, 
would     accommodate  all  type  of  sports  and  consumer  events, 
trade  shows  and  rally-type  assemblies  as  well  as  such 
special  events  such  as  the  Super  Bowl;  and 

WHEREAS  such  a  facility  has  a  projected  utilization  of  200 
event  days  a  year  attracting  a  combined  attendance  of  3 
million  people  to  the  center  city,   which  would  enhance  San 
Francisco's  restaurant,   retail  and  hotel  economy,  and 

WHEREAS  it  would  complement  the  Moscone  Convention  Center 
and  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  project  and  contribute 
immeasurably  to  the  economic  revi talization  of  this 
important  sector  of  the  City;  and 

WHEREAS  there  appears  to  be  available  space  South  of 
Market  readily  accessible  by  freeway  and  all  forms  of 
public  transit,    including  fixed  rail  and  water;  and 

WHEREAS  Candlestick  Park  has  proved  to  be  unsatisfactory 
as  a  team  and  spectator  facility  from  the  standpoint  of 
accessibility,   weather  conditions  and  parking,   and  this 
75-acre  waterfront  property  could  thus  be  freed  for  more 
appropriate  utilization, 

BE  IT,    THEREFORE,   RESOLVED  that  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  does  urge 
Mayor  Feinstem  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  support 
the  stadium  project  and  to  take  all  reasonable  and 
appropriate  measures  to  ensure  its  successful 
construction;  and 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the  Board  of  Directors  urges 
Bureau  members  to  contact  on  an  individual  basis  the  Mayor 
and  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  enlist  their 
active  support  of  the  stadium  project." 
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San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce/Bay  Area  Council 


The  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  not  at  this  time 
devoted  any  study  to  a  proposed  downtown  stadium.     If  the 
project  were  to  be  more  closely  realized,   the  Chamber  may 
choose  to  study  the  issue  and  prepare  a  statement.     The  same  is 
true  of  the  Bay  Area  Coucil. 


Downtown  Association 

At  the  present  time,   the  Downtown  Association  does  not  endorse 
a  South  of  Market  stadium  option  over  the  revitalization  and 
doming  of  Candlestick  Park.     However,   the  organization  feels 
the  facility  at  Candlestick  is  inadequate,    and  supports  the 
position  that  some  action  needs  to  be  taken. 


Golden  Gate  Restaurant  Association 

On  October  11,    1982,   Rolf  Lewis,   President  of  the  Golden  Gate 
Restaurant  Association  made  the  following  statements  in  a 
letter  to  Supervisor  Ouentin  Kopp: 

"As  the  spokesman  for  the  San  Francisco  Restaurant 
Industry,   we  would  like  to  go  on  record  with  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as 
favoring  such  an  installation.     We  have  a  concern  that  to 
do  nothing  could  cause  the  San  Francisco  Giants  to  leave 
San  Francisco.     The  loss  in  employment  and  the  effect  on 
our  industry  concerns  us  greatly. 

We  urge  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  consider  any  feasible 
alternatives  to  Candlestick  Park.     Thank  you  for  your 
attention . " 


Other  Convention  Facilities 

We  also  interviewed  Robert  F.   Begley,   Manager  of  San  Francisco 
Convention  Facilities  which  include  Moscone  Center,  Civic 
Auditorium  and  Brooks  Hall.     Mr.   Begley  said  that  historically, 
most  convention  centers  double  in  size  in  5  years.     As  Moscone 
Center  is  constructed  underground,   there  is  no  room  for 
expansion  of  the  facility.     Therefore,   he  felt  that  the 
addition  of  a  domed  stadium  in  the  South  of  Market  would  be  a 
complimentary  adjunct  to  existing  convention  facilities.  It 
would  not  draw  off  any  use  of  the  existing  facilities,  but 
would  enhance  their  use. 

The  same  opinion  was  not  shared  regarding  an  upgraded  and  domed 
Candlestick  Park.     The  location  of  Candlestick  makes  it 
undesirable  for  complimentary  uses  with  existing  convention 
facilities . 
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Few  concerns  regarding  negative  impacts  were  expressed.     It  was 
mentioned  that  access  is  a  key  element  to  any  project  of  this 
sort,   and  that  the  cumulative  parking  impacts  of  a  stadium  and 
Moscone  Center  needed  to  be  addressed. 


SPUR 

San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  voiced  their  opinion 
on  a  proposed  downtown  stadium  on  November  23,   1982  in  a  letter 
to  Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein.     Following  are  excerpts: 

"San  Francisco  is  blessed  with  many  fine  public  amenities. 
A  new  downtown  stadium  could  greatly  add  to  these  if  it  is 
economically  feasible." 

"We  urge  first  that  a  site  closer  to  downtown  be  found." 

"The  doming  of  Candlestick  continues  to  be  a  viable 
alternative . " 

SPUR  has  formed  a  formal  committee  to  research  and  investigate 
the  stadium  issues,    and  the  City  can  expect  comment  and 
preferred  alternatives  from  them  after  this  study  has  been 
presented . 


SPUR  SURVEY,    SEPTEMBER  1982 

A  September  1982  survey  done  by  BBW  Research  for  San  Francisco 
Planning  and  Urban  Research   (SPUR)   indicated  that  a  new  domed 
stadium  was  preferred  by  respondents  who  were  conservative, 
male,    over  age  40,   higher  income  blue  collar  workers,  higher- 
income  persons  outside  the  labor  market,    residents  of  Area  1 
(Park  Merced,    Pacific  Heights,   Nob  Hill,   Golden  Gateway)  and 
Republicans.      The  sample  as  a  whole  preferred  to  improve  and 
dome  Candlestick  Park. 

Following  are  statistical  tables  for  other  questions  in  the 
survey  which  pertain  to  a  proposed  new  stadium  in  the  downtown 
area . 


7-17 


Table  6 


Q.     25  -  How  would  you  feel  if  the  Giants  moved  out  of  San 
Franci  SCO? 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Total 

Improve 
Candlestick 
Add  Dome 

Sell 
Candlestick 
Build  New 
btadium  , 

Leave 
Candlestick 

AS    I S 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Extremely/ 

245 

101 

98 

20 

somewhat 

100% 

41% 

40% 

8% 

unhappy 

61% 

74% 

83% 

27% 

Wouldn ' t  care 

123 

32 

17 

46 

at  all 

100% 

26% 

14% 

3  7% 

31% 

23% 

14% 

63% 

V7ould  prefer 

11 

2 

1 

4 

that  they 

100% 

18% 

9% 

3  6% 

moved 

3% 

1% 

1% 

5% 

o     Voters  who  would  be  unhappy  if  the  Giants  left  San 

Francisco  are  equally  divided  between  the  two  construction 
options.  Those  who  wouldn't  care  about  the  Giants  leaving 
prefer  to  leave  candlestick  as  it  is. 
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Table  8 


Q.     28  -  Would 

you  vote 

For  or  Against 

the  sale  of  $50 

mi  Hi  on 

worth 

of  bonds 

to  finance  either  improving 

Candlestick  or 

stadium? 

What  to  do 

with  Candlestick  Park 

Sell 

Improve 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

walldX  €  oT^  J.  C  K 

Total 

Add  Dome 

137 

118 

73 

looy 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

For 

179 

67 

90 

11 

100% 

37% 

50% 

6% 

45% 

49% 

76% 

15% 

Against 

144 

55 

11 

59 

100% 

38% 

8% 

41% 

36% 

40% 

9% 

81% 

Not  Sure/ 

70 

15 

17 

3 

Don '  t  Knov// 

100% 

21% 

24% 

4% 

NA 

18% 

11% 

14% 

4% 

o     Those  in  favor  of  the  bond  sale  would  prefer  a  new 

stadium.     Those  opposed  to  a  bond  sale  are  evenly  divided 
between  doing  nothing  and  improving  Candlestick  Park's 
existing  facilities. 
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Table  9 


Q.     30  -  If  a  new  stadium  is  built  would  you  vote  for  or 
against  a  measure  to  sell  Candlestick  Park? 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Sell 


Total 

Improve 
Candlestick 
Add  Dome 

Candlestick 
Build  New 
Stadium 

Leave 
Candlestick 
As  Is 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

For 

226 

60 

109 

37 

100% 

27% 

48% 

16% 

57% 

44% 

92% 

51% 

Against 

98 

57 

4 

24 

100% 

58% 

4% 

24% 

25% 

42% 

3% 

33% 

Not  Sure/ 

68 

20 

5 

11 

Don't  Know/ 

100% 

29% 

7% 

16% 

17% 

15% 

4% 

15% 

o     Those  who  would  vote  to  sell  Candlestick  Park  would  prefer 
a  new  stadium.     Those  who  would  not  vote  to  sell 
Candlestick  would  prefer  to  improve  existing  facilities. 
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Table  10 


Q.     31  -  If  the  City  provided  land  but  did  not  use  tax  dollars 
to  support  a  new  stadium  would  you  be  more  or  less 
likely  to  support  a  new  stadium  downtown? 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Total 

Improve 
Candlestick 
Add  Dome 

Sell 
Candlestick 
Build  New 
Stadium 

Leave 
Candlestick 
As  I  s 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

More  Inclined 

204 

59 

94 

35 

100% 

29% 

46% 

17% 

51% 

43% 

80% 

48% 

Less  Inclined 

112 

61 

15 

24 

100% 

54% 

13% 

21% 

28% 

45% 

13% 

33% 

Not  Sure/ 

84 

17 

9 

15 

Don't  Know/ 

100% 

20% 

11% 

18% 

Refused/NA 

21% 

12% 

8% 

21% 

o     Those  who  would  be  more  inclined  to  support  a  new  downtown 
stadium  if  City  tax  dollars  weren't  used,    in  fact,  prefer 
the  new  stadium  option.     Those  who  would  be  less  inclir\ed 
favor  the  option  of  improving  Candlestick  Park. 
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Table  11 


Q.     32  -  If  a  stadium  were  built  downtown  it  would  be  used 
more  than  Candlestick  for  non-sporting  events. 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 

Sell 


Improve 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

Total 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

As   I  s 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Strongly/ 

301 

102 

108 

54 

Somewhat 

100% 

34% 

36% 

18% 

Agree 

75% 

74% 

92% 

74% 

Strongly/ 

44 

21 

8 

10 

Somewhat 

100% 

48% 

18% 

23% 

Di  sagree 

11% 

15% 

7% 

14% 

o     Those  who  agree  with 

this  statement 

are  evenly  divided 

between 

the  two  construction  options 

Those  who 

di  sagree 

approve 

of  the  improvement  option. 
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Table  12 


Q.     32  -  It  would  be  more  difficult  to  drive  and  park  downtown 
than  to  Candlestick? 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 


Total 

Improve 
Candlestick 
Add  Dome 

Sell 
Candlesti  ck 
Build  New 
Stadium 

Leave 
Candlestick 
As  Is 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Strongly/ 

234 

105 

49 

50 

Somewhat 

100% 

45% 

21% 

21% 

Agree 

59% 

77% 

42% 

68% 

Strongly/ 

91 

22 

55 

6 

Somewhat 

100% 

24% 

60% 

7% 

Di  sagree 

23% 

16% 

47% 

8% 

o     Those  who  agree  with  this  statement  prefer  improvement  of 
existing  facilities.     Those  who  disagree  want  to  build  a 
new  stadium. 
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Table  13 


Q.     32  -  A  downtown  stadium  would  attract  restaurant  and  shops 
which  would  pay  the  City  needed  taxes. 

What  to  do  with  Candlestick  Park 

Sell 


Improve 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

i  o  uai 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

AS       i  S 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

;  

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Strongly/ 

275 

93 

113 

40 

Somewhat 

100% 

33% 

42% 

15% 

Agree 

69% 

67% 

96% 

35% 

Strongly/ 

64 

35 

3 

17 

Somewhat 

100% 

5% 

5% 

27% 

Di  sagree 

15% 

26% 

3% 

23% 

o     Those  who 

agree  with 

this  statement 

want  to  build 

a  new 

stadium. 

Those  who 

disagree  favor 

Candlestick 

improvements . 
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Table  14 


Q.      32  - 

There  would  be 

more  and  better 

public  transportation 

^    CI       wwii       Ti a 

What  to  do 

with  Candlestick  Park 

Sell 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

Total 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

As  Is 

Tot  a  1 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34y 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

strongly/ 

281 

90 

112 

44 

Somewhat 

100% 

32% 

40% 

16% 

Agree 

70% 

66% 

95% 

60% 

Strongly/ 

61 

37 

1 

15 

Somewhat 

100% 

61% 

2% 

2  5% 

Di  sagree 

15% 

27% 

1% 

21% 

o     Those  who  agree  with  this  statement  want  to  sell 

Candlestick  and  build  a  new  stadium.  Those  who  disagree 
favor  Candlestick  improvements  by  an  overwhelming  margin. 
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Table  15 


■  O       32  - 

Tt  would  be  less 

enjoyable  to 

watch  sports 

in  a  domed 

stadium  than  an 

open  air  stadium. 

What  to  do 

with  Candlestick  Park 

Sell 

Improve 

Candlestick 

Leave 

Candlestick 

Build  New 

Candlestick 

Total 

Add  Dome 

Stadium 

As  Is 

Total 

400 

137 

118 

73 

100% 

34% 

30% 

18% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Strongly/ 

133 

42 

40 

32 

Somewhat 

100% 

32% 

30% 

24% 

Agree 

33% 

31% 

34% 

44% 

Strongly/ 

175 

77 

62 

18 

Somewhat 

100% 

44% 

35% 

10% 

Di  sagree 

44% 

56% 

53% 

25% 

o     Those  v;ho  agree  with  this  statement  are  evenly  divided  on 
whether  to  improve  Candlestick  or  build  a  new  stadium. 
Those  who  disagree  prefer  the  improvement  option. 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

During  the  alternate  site  selection  process  the  members  of  the 
Board  were  invited  to  attend  a  site  presentation  and  asked  for 
comment  on  proposed  downtown  sites  as  well  as  disposition  of 
Candlestick  Park.     Board  Members  who  participated  included 
Maher,   Ward,    Silver,   Britt,   Kennedy  and  Walker.  Members 
declining  were  Nelder,   Renne  and  Kopp .     Molinari  and  Hongisto 
were  unable  to  schedule  time  to  participate. 

Comments  regarding  specific  downtown  sites  included: 

o     Agreement  that  sites  11  &  13   should  not  be  considered 
o     Preference  for  sites  7,   8,  14 
o     The  need  to  study  one  site  in  depth 
o     Site  8  could  interfere  with  port  plans 
o     Possibility  of  extracting  a  land  grant  from  Southern 
Pacific 
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o  Possibility  of  making  the  decision  to 
renovate  now,  but  delay  a  start  until 
available . 


build  new  or 
revenues  are 


Honorable  George  Christopher 

George  Christopher,   Mayor  of  San  Francisco  from  1956-1964 
issued  a  41  page  document  in  September  of  1982.     The  basic 
thrust  of  the  report  is  to  raise  questions  regarding  the 
feasibility  of  a  stadium  in  the  South  of  Market  area  and 
support  for  improvements  to  Candlestick  Park.     He  is  quoted  in 
the  SF  Chronicle  12/22/82  in  regards  to  site  7  in  the  China 
Basin : 


"...    (George  Christopher)   argues  that  an  industrial  park, 
not  a  stadium  would   'be  great  there.      It  would  bring  the 
highest  yield,   would  bring  payrolls  to  San  Francisco.'" 


San  Francisco  Giants 


The  March  1982  study,  "The  Future  of  Candlestick  Park"  prepared 
by  the  San  Francisco  Giants  mentions  positive  impacts  resulting 
from  a  new  stadium  in  the  South  of  Market. 

"The  Revi talization  of  South  of  Market  which  has  begun 
slowly  with  the  opening  of  the  Moscone  Center,   could  be 
further  stimulated  by  the  construction  of  a  year-round 
sports-entertainment  facility.     The  construction  of  a  new 
stadium  in  the  area  could  serve  as  a  catalyst  for  major 
development.     Despite  the  fact  that  plans  are  already  in 
the  works  for  major  development  of  that  area,   there  can  be 
little  doubt  that  the  construction  of  a  new  stadium  in 
that  location  would  serve  as  a  magnet  to  draw  people  into 
a  part  of  San  Francisco  to  which  they  are  not  now 
accustomed  to  coming.     That  drawing  effect  can  only  serve 
to  hasten  the  development  of  that  area,   thus  providing 
more  property  tax  revenues  for  the  general  fund  faster . 


"The  Development  of  Small  Business  would  also  be 
stimulated  in  the  area  surrounding  the  new  facility  to 
provide  for  the  needs  of  the  millions  of  person  who  would 
visit  the  new  stadium.     For  a  variety  of  reasons,  those 
service-type  of  institutions,   namely  restaurants,  bars, 
clubs,  hotels,   etc.,  which  tend  to  spring  up  around 
facilities  of  this  type  have  failed  to  do  so  in  over 
twenty  years  at  Candlestick  Park.      It  is  an  undeniable 
fact  that  people  who  come  to  Candlestick  Park,    a  great 
many  of  whom  come  from  outside  of  San  Francisco,   do  not 
patronize  establishments  around  the  stadium,   as  is  the 
practice  in  other  locales. 
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"Enhanced  Public  Transit  opportunities  exist  for  a  South 
of  Market  site  because  of  the  availability  of  all  regular 
surface  transit  as  well  as  BART  and  Southern  Pacific.  In 
addition,   shuttle  service  to  the  financial  district  would 
make  it  possible  for  downtown  workers  to  leave  their  car 
at  work,   attend  an  event  at  the  stadium  (while  stopping 
off  for  a  bite  at  their  favorite  bistro),   and  then  take  a 
shuttle  back  to  their  car  after  the  event. 

"Utilization  by  Tourists  would  be  a  reality  at  a  downtown 
facility,  whereas  Candlestick  Park  is  rarely  on  the  agenda 
of  a  visitor  to  San  Francisco.     A  sports-entertainment 
facility  located  near  the  Moscone  Center  and  convenient  to 
downtown  hotels  which  offered  a  variety  of  events 
throughout  the  year  could  only  serve  as  another  major 
reason  to  come  to  San  Francisco  for  potential  visitors." 


Other  Public  Input 

During  the  course  of  the  study  we  collected  letters  received  by 
the  Mayor,    S.F.   Planning  Department,   the  Giants,  S.F. 
Supervisors  and  the  study  team,   proposing  a  variety  of  ideas 
for  stadium  design,    financing  and  site  selection.     These  ideas 
included  the  following  for  a  downtown  stadium  alternative. 

o     Building  a  smaller  18,000-19,000  seat  sports  arena  to 
accommodate  basketball,   boxing,    tennis,    etc.    at  a 
downtown  location. 

o     Designing  a  stadium  using  a  replica  of  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge  as  a  super  structure. 

o     Building  a  new  stadium  on  the  site  of  Kezar  and  Foly 
High  School. 

o  A  smaller  basketball  only  stadium  at  Kezar  and  a 
parking  garage  at  Poly  High  School  with  open  air 
parking  on  the  roof  for  tailgating. 

o     A  site  bounded  by  3rd,   4th,   Mission  and  Howard. 

o     A  site  bounded  by  1st,   2nd,    Folsom  and  James  Lick 
freeway   . . .   building  the  stadium  on  the  air  rights 
over  the  free  ways. 

o     Building  a  stadium  over  the  water  in  the  Bay. 

o     A  high-rise  stadium  as  centerpiece  of  the  Olympia 
York  Yerba  Buena  Development. 

o     A  site  further  down  the  peninsula  (San  Jose,  Palo 
Alto)  . 
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o    Building  an  asymetrical  and  rectangular  stadium. 

o    Sell  poritons  of  Lincoln  Golf  Course  to  help  finance 
a  new  stadium. 

o     Selling  specific  seats  (50,   40,   30  yard  line)  as  well 
as  luxury  boxes. 

o     Establishing  a  tax  deductible  Downtown  Stadium 
Donation  Fund  to  help  finance  a  new  stadium. 


C.  ALTERNATIVES 


Not  applicable. 


D.  ANALYSIS 


There  are  shared  perceptions  and  concerns  regarding  the 
construction  of  a  stadium  South  of  Market  among  all  the  publics 
represented  in  the  study.     Following  is  a  summary  of  the  major 
areas  of  concern. 


Traffic/Transit/Parking 

Traffic/transit  and  parking  concerns  were  expressed  by  all  of" 
the  community  groups,   other  developers  and  the  convention 
facilities  representative.      In  addition,    59%  of  the  respondents 
in  the   SPUR   survey  thought  that  it  would  be  more  difficult  to 
drive  and  park  downtown  than  to  Candlestick  Park.  Concerns 
i  nc lude : 

o     the  creation  of  adequate  parking  for  a  stadium 
without  adversely  affecting  existing  and  proposed 
residential  and  business  development; 

o     the  cumulative  impact  of  all  existing  and  proposed 
South  of  Market  development  on  traffic  and  transit; 

o     the  eventual  touchdown  of  the  1-280  freeway; 

o     emergency  vehicle  access; 

o     Embarcadero  freeway  traffic. 
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Evironmental/Social 

Concerns  regarding  environmental  and  social  impacts  were  most 
often  mentioned  by  neighborhood  and  community  groups.  These 
concerns  are: 

o     increased  air  pollutants  created  by  more  traffic; 

o     increased  noise  pollution  caused  by  traffic  and 
stadium  noise; 

o     the  possible  destruction  of  view  corridors ' and  the 
visibility  of  stadium  lights  from  surrounding 
neighborhoods ; 

o     the  impact  on  the  senior  population; 

o     the  potential  increase  in  crime; 

o     the  influx  into  residential  neighborhoods  of  rowdy 
fans  and  concert  attendees; 

o     the  impact  on  wildlife  in  the  Mission  Creek  area. 


Financi  al 


There  was  an  element  of  concern  expressed  by  all  community 
groups  regarding  how  the  stadium  would  be  financed.  Common 
concerns  were: 


o     who  pays  for  it  and  how  much  will  it  cost; 

o    how  will  it  be  financed; 

o     will  a  tax  assessment  be  necessary; 

o     should  the  City  consider  spending  money  on  a  sports 
and  entertainment  facility  or  address  other  problems 
such  as  housing  and  unemployment. 


Mission  Bay 

As  a  majority  of  the  stadium  study  sites  are  on  land  owned  by 
Southern  Pacific,    and  a  part  of  their  proposed  Mission  Bay 
development,   there  was  concern  expressed  on  the  part  of  the 
neighborhood  and  community  groups  regarding  the  relationship 
between  a  stadium  and  the  Mission  Bay  project. 

o     could  the  acquisition  of  land  from  Southern  Pacific 
involve  a  trade-off  in  Mission  Bay  design  development 
such  as  building  height  limitations; 
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o    would  a  stadium  depend  upon  the  eventual  existence  of 
the  proposed  Mission  Bay  development. 


Go-No  Go  Decision 

The  proximity  and  impact  of  a  stadium  South  of  Market  on  other 
developments  brought  up  a  concern  by  developers  to  have  a 
decision  made  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  regarding  the 
downtown- stadium  option  within  a  short  period  of  time.  They 
feel  that  any  postponement  of  a  decision  could  radically  affect 
their  proposed  and  in  some  cases  approved  development  plans. 
This  concern  is  also  share  by  the  Giants,  who,   considering  the 
expiration  of  their  franchise  with  the  City  need  to  plan  for 
the  future. 


These  concerns  illustrate  the  potential  a  new  stadium  South  of 
Market  has  to  draw  opposition  from  many  different  public 
segments . 

It  is  clear  that  the  residential,   neighborhood  and  community 
organizations  are  extremely  concerned  about  the  impact  of  not 
just  a  proposed  stadium  but  any  new  development  in  the  South  of 
Market.     A  common  concern  shared  by  both  community  groups  and 
adjacent  developers  is  the  question  of  cumulative  impacts. 
With  so  much  proposed  development  planned  for  the  South  of 
Market,    it  is  difficult  for  concerned  groups  and  individuals  to 
consider  the  projects  on  an  individual  basis. 

Community  groups  and  organizations  are  concerned  with  the 
social  impacts  a  stadium  would  have  on  the  neighborhood  and  its 
residents.     How  is  an  increase  in  automobile  and  pedestrian 
traffic  going  to  change  the  lives  and  livelihood  of  existing 
residents  and  businesses.     There  is  also  a  concern  that  the 
time  attention  and  money  being  spent  to  investigate  the 
feasibility  of  stadium  alternatives  should  be  spent  addressing 
other  important  issues  such  as  housing  and  unemployment. 

A  decision  to  continue  to  pursue  any  downtown  stadium 
alternative  by  the  City  can  expect  to  draw  strong  opposition 
from  community  groups. 

Depending  upon  the  site  selected,  the  downtown  stadium 
alternative  could  garner  varying  degrees  of  support  or 
opposition  from  other  South  of  Market  developments. 

There  is  no  element  of  strong  support  among  the  developers. 
Showplace  Square,   Mission  Bay  and  China  Basin  developers  give 
one  the  impression  that  if  the  City's  decision  is  that  the  best 
alternative  is  to  build  a  new  stadium  downtown  then  they  could 
probably  "live  with  it"  and  perhaps  benefit  from  its  presence. 
However,   Showplace  Square  would  lean  toward  opposition  if  sites 
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5  or  6  were  chosen.     The  South  Beach  Developers  are  at  the 
present  time  opposed  to  a  stadium  on  sites  7  and  14  and  could 
better  tolerate  it  on  sites  5  or  6. 

China  Basin  and  South  Beach  Developers  also  share  the  major 
concern  that  development  of  their  proposed  projects  hinge  upon 
a  "go"-"no-go  decision  by  the  City  on  the  the  downtown  stadium 
alternative. 

Due  to  the  controversy  that  has  been  created  by  past  projects 
such  as  Candlestick  Park  and  Moscone  Center,    it  can  be  expected 
that  the  media  will  continue  to  scrutinize,   question  and 
compile  their  own  research  around  whatever  alternative  is 
chosen.     The  attention  paid  to  the  stadium  issue  in  the  past 
will  continue. 

The  1982  SPUR  survey  indicates  that  there  is  support  for  a  new 
stadium.     Those  voters  who  prefer  the  new  stadium  option  would 
be  unhappy  to  see  the  Giants  leave  San  Francisco;   would  vote 
for  the  sale  of  $50  million  worth  of  bonds  to  finance  a  new 
stadium;   would  vote  to  sell  Candlestick  Park;   would  be  more 
inclined  to  support  a  new  downtown  stadium  if  City  Tax  Dollars 
were  not  used;   agree  that  a  downtown  stadium  would  attract 
restaurants  and  shops,    and  agree  that  there  would  be  more  and 
better  public  transportation  to  a  downtown  stadium. 

Although  the  sample  as  a  whole  prefers  the  Candlestick  Park 
improvement  option,   they  would  also  vote  for  a  measure  to  sell 
Candlestick  Park  if  a  new  stadium  were  to  be  built,    and  would 
vote  for  the  sale  of  $50  million  worth  of  bonds  to  finance 
either  Candlestick  improvements  or  construction  of  a  new 
stadium. 
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